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’ m * ^ (T ^ ^ m ft* ^ wfefew hn^r 3ftr aiftfiRRirf 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


f^rT M4IH4 

(n^sr fWr) 

(^rgr tjset 3ti^<w gir 

chl<4<T1<4 ) 

[H. 01/2011. (i^.#.)] 

25 2C11 

'KT.arr. 810.-—9lUu-?^7 3rfvPWH, 1962 VRT 
i >2 (R) ^ 3)<?<iti ^TRt ^TRcT TR4>K, 

M ^ 3ifa^RT TT 14/2002 TO (T^.#. 
) fw 7-3-2002 

3 v '94 to (iHzt) faro 1-07-1994 

to* p; 3, A 'to&m, - 5 ^ 3np<r, iftm p 

Qs\\m c f fa Wl$. <M ^fa?tjTO 

$ fa?fTO to ?TTg^ ‘fasgro’ 

a^TlTOT, 1962 TO 9 ^ 3Rffa *TSPTRWT tftflm 

toh \ 1 

C^FiX T7t TL VIII/40/1/20I1-TO. (#.*ft.3Tt)] 

A iftrroR, "g^r 

11 -01 1 


MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
( Department of Revenue) 

(Office of the Chief Commissioner of Customs & 
Central Excise) 

[No. 1/2011-CUSTOMS (NT)| 

Coimbatore, the 25th February, 2011 

S.0.810. —In exercise of the powers conferred vide 
Notification No 33/94-Customs (NT) dated IstJuly, 1994 
of the Government of India, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Revenue, New Delhi issued under Clause 
(a) of Section 152 of the Customs Act, 1962, read with 
Notification No. 14/2002 Cus. (NT) dated 7-3-2002, as 
amended, I, T. Premkumar, Chief Commissioner of Customs 
and Central Excise, Coimbatore, hereby declare 
VIRUDHUNAGAR TOWN” in Virudhunagar taluk of 
Virudhunagar District in the State of Tamilnadu, to be a 
Warehousing Station under Section 9 of the Customs 
Act, 1962 

[ F.C. No.VHI/40/1/2011 -CUS(C.C.O.)] 
T. PREMKUMAR, Chief Commissioner. 
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[v. oi/20ii~#nr-^p 

tzms, 14RP*, 2011 

TROT. 811.—TRT?? fWT, ^ fa?rft ^ 
ft^FF 01-07-1994 SlfaTpHT 77 33/94- TftHt 
(T^T.zt.) TOT TtfftfaTT f^TFF 30-06-2004 3Tfa7J^TT 
7T. 83/2004 TftRT ^F (H*T.A) ^ STfPfTC ^TT ^F 
aftftfWT, 1962 ^RT 9 ^ aftpfa 3 T^tT TTfWf TOfa 
TOT ^ ft, 3T1V Tift?! 7RI 7ft pMIHMI^ ^ hUuis R3FT 

^ -qfens RFT TftRT TJ^F STfafftTO, 1962 ^K1 9 ^ 

3Hfrl 7ftfftcT TO^RTsf &J, W 7TFFTT SRI S^HlPW 100% 
Md l g ^r 39jh ~ q toi^rt 3Rft ^ %q; rstwi 7ft?H ^ftftRi 
i 

[m 7ft7T. VIII/20/15/2010-^RT. ^~\~ fcl] 
TRT. TRT. WT, 3TT^T 

(OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
CENTRAL EXCISE AND SERVICE TAX 
HYDERABAD-1, COMMISSIONERATE) 

|No. 1/20U-CUS. (NT)] 

Hyderabad, the 14th March, 2011 

S.O. 811. —In exercise of the powers conferred under 
Section 9 of the Customs Act, 1962 delegated by 
Notification No. 33/94- Cus. (N.T.) dated 01-07-1994 as 
amended and No. 83/2004-Cus. (N.T.) dated 30-06-2004 
issued by the Ministry of Finance, Department of Revenue, 
New Delhi, I hereby declare Morthad Village of Morthad 
Mandal, Nizamabad District, Andhra Pradesh as a 
Warehousing Station under Section 9 of the Customs Act, 
1962 for the limited purpose of setting up of 100% Export 
Oriented Undertakings as approved by the Government of 
India. 

[F.C.No. VIII/20/15/2010-Cus/Tech-I-Hyd. I] 
S.N. SAHA, Commissioner 
amnsT 3 it^rt 
[R. 27/2010-11 ] 

TOg7, 14 -RTd, 2011 

^T.3TT. 812.—31FRR1WT, 1962 1WT 2 7ft it 

7ro stfrr srfafftro, 1961 (1961 43^f) 

«TRI 10 (23 Tit) -3WCI (vi) ^ 


TTfartf TOfr vd *1 3n$W, ^7 

T^m 2010-11 3Tlft 

^ ‘ 4 afr=p^ TifaR” 

7?ft$1tT ftft f f*F 7lf*Tfft fttTO 1962 $ ftlTO 2 

7ft 17 ^ tto Rsftta stttor aafaftro, 1961 vrt 10 
(237ft) ^ft^roro (vi) ^ inropft' 

^ 1 

[^>Rf^/g31Dn/3T3n31T/<g)/^T/l 0( 237ft)/( vi)/l 0-11 /6905 ] 
■g^T -qp^ft, 3TTTOR 3TRpFT 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME-TAX 

[No.27/2010-11] 

Jaipur, the 14th March, 2011 

S.O. 812.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-clause (vi) of clause (23 C) of Section 10 of the Income- 
tax Act, 1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Income- 
tax Rules, 1962 the Chief Commissioner of Income-tax, Jaipur 
hereby approves “Annapurna Medical Training Institute, 
Sikar ” for the purpose of said section for the A. Y. 2010-11 
& onwards. 

Provided that the society conforms to and complies 
with the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of clause (23C) of 
Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 1961 read with rule 2C A 
of the Income-tax Rules, 1962. 

[No.CCIT/JPR/Addl. CIT(Hqrs.yi0(23Cy(viy2010-l 16905] 

MUKESH BHANTI, Chief Commissioner of Income- tax 

WJ7, 14 RT3, 2011 

^T.3TT. 813.—37F73R STfafftTO 1961 ^fft W1 10 ^ 
wrg (23 7ft) ^ dMISP'-S (via) TTCft, 

7t 13/2010-11 22-09-2010 ^ 5RI ?ft 3W^FT 

fofta TOg* 7^tft M *ft «^ % 

1 efft *n^ 3 "ft 2006-07 “ft 2008-09 ^ ^ 

78JH TC l^fiTTn 2006-07 3TFt ^ IrlR 1 

[^THT^/g^37V3T37T31V(^)/^rci/I0( 237ft ) ( via)/2010-11 /6904 ] 

■g^Tt RRft, ■g^T 3TrtFF7 3Hg3RT 



[RFTII- Wrg 3(ij)j 
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CORRIGENDUM 

Jaipur, the 14th March, 2011 

S.a 813.— In Notification No. 13/2010-11 dated 22- 
09-2010 vide which “Shree Amar Jain Medical Relief 
Society, Jaipur” was approved for the pilrpose of sub-clause 
(via) of clause (23C) of Section 10 of the Income-tax Act, 
1961 (43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Income-tax 
Rules, 1962 in Para 1, line 4 may be read as ‘A. Y. 2006-07 & 
onwards’ instead of‘A. Y. 2006-07 to 2008-09’. 

[No.CCIT/JPR/Addl. CIT (Hqrs.yi0(23CXviay2010-l 1 / 6904 ] 

MUKESH BHANTI, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

Wfem TJOT 3TTCWT ampRT 

[tf. 2010-11 ] 

15 2011 

*5T.«T, 814.—arnPR .1961 (1961 43T 

43^rf) 43* m 10 4* ISP* (23 4) * ^ (vi) <£ 
qferT 3TT44R fW4Hiqdl- 1962 ^ 24 TJ 5RT IPR4 

< i RwqT 43i *qVi ^ Tgsq 3444 R an^tRT, 
w-RTT^. TT^. -U, 

^ '^I RRT ^ W*^84T«I ftvfal 4^ 2010-11 ^ 3TRl 447 
ti^RiRan YT?rf ^ 

1. 4Rfq4fM 4S4?t aim 4444*4 3TO4T 4*T4ft m; 

-3% 4R# fat* mi ^ttn 3T^cr ; 

^ 43 %TT =h^n F444T 4ft 

4^ I 

2. m ftqfM 44^44 4R fqqfar cp^f ^ Tj^ff 

4)1 4* 374fa^^*44 4RI 11 4ft344RI (5) 

$ T{43 3*m\ if 3Tfa47 3T«^T 

3 f*44 4ffaft 3 4*l4ft ftfa (^R- ^ | fg< I d , 
33Tf4 ^ w 4«n 3PJ3[%T ^f%®4T 
3FT4H 33 f«Ff) 44 f4^?T 4F*’ 45^41 3W4T 41* ^RTI 
'Itft t M c fl ^q^il I 

3. -4? 331^T f4Rft T^ft 344 4* tffa 3 4TPX4F* F*4T, 

^ fa 43R*4R 3 4P4 dim 4«4 s rf tFI RI T5T4 cT43 
T^IT 43T^4R d«Kf 43T f44ffT4* 4* 4^?T4*' 4ft infa 4* 

4R*ftT43 4lft Ft TT^TT T*7*, 4TR*4R 4* TT44 if 3FPT 
^ H^T 4F* TWt Wt Ft I 


4. 4R fmfM mm srfafwr i96i ^ smpft ^ 

■33 t Rt 344 fqq^ull fSpqfad F4 ^ 3TFFR 3JTf44TRt 
^ tlRql V>1§C1 4>*4I | 

5. fW-i 4ft twfh if aifdfidd 4f?T4T sjfa 

Rf^rrfWTT 3RTT4 4T^ 4qf«f 3T434 4Tt ^ 4t 

"^ft ^'3W4i^^^3F^4^f4Rft^4FI43t 
4 fT f44I ^rnRTT I 

6. 4F arf43J44T 44 443 4TRt #fft ^4 443 ^ 4PTO 
4 td^f "4RT | 

['R4^U-'g3n34/3!n.3T.(443)/^it4/2010-l 1/5169] 

^4 faqjjfl, mm 34^44 

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF COMMISSIONER OF 
INCOME-TAX 

(No. 2610-111 

Jodhpur, the 15th March, 2011 

S.O. 814.—In exercise-of the powers conferred by 
clause (vi) of Section 10(23C)ofthe Income-tax Act, 1961 
(43 of 1961) read with rule 2CA of the Income Tax Rules, 
1962,1, the Chief Commissioner of Income Tax, Jodhpur 
hereby approve "MARUDHAR EDUCATION SOCIETY 
N.H. -U, JAIPUR ROAD, BIKANER" for the purpose of 
the said Section for the assessment year 2010-11 onwards, 
subject to the following conditions:- 

1. the assessee will apply its income, or 
accumulate for application wholly and 
exclusively to the objects for which it is 
established; 

2. the assessee will not invest or deposit its 
funds (other than voluntary contribution 
received and maintained in the form of 
jewellery, furniture etc.) for any period during 
the previous years relevant to the assessment 
years mentioned above otherwise than in 
anyone or more of the forms or modes 
specified in sub-section (5) of Section 11; 

3. this order will not apply in relation to any 
income being profits and gain of business, 
unless the business is incidental to the 
attainment of the objectives of the assessee 
and separate books of accounts are 
maintained in respect of such business; 

4. the assessee will regularly file its return of 
income before the Income-tax authority in 
accordance with the provisions of Income- 
tax Act, 1961; 
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5. that in the event of dissolution, its surplus 
and the assets will be given to a charitable 
organization with similar objectives and no 
part of the same will go to any of the members 
of the Institution. 

6. This notification will remain in force until it is withdrawn. 

[Ref. No. CCIT/ITO/(Tech.)/Ju/2010-11/5169] 
DILEEP SHTVPURI, Chief Commissioner of Income-tax 

(frnftnitaiTTjfamn) 

18^,2011 

3HF. 815.—'aita'i PtMM 1956 

(1956^31) ^ 

4H«hK, ^ ^ ^ 

fwr ^ TTtr ^ ^ 

[■qrt. H t^-15011/01/2007-#^-111] 

! trg. 3T3T 

(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 18th March, 2011 

S.O. 815—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 4 of the Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956 (31 of 
1956), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri K.S. 
Sampath as Non-Official Member on the Board of the Life 
Insurance Corporation of India for a period of three years 
from the date of Notification or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F.No.A-15011/01/2007-Ins. Ill] 
S. K. MOHANTY, Under Secy. 


( 3n$ T^F -I 3T3*TPT ) 

*^1^,23 W*. 2011 

TjjX. 3TT. 816.—'H i <cfl 

1989 (1989 ^T39)^tvra6^^W(l) 
^ WS (TT) ^ 

mm, 3™*^ 3 *** ^ 

sn^r (^rl ^ wh x tc 


,2011/CHAITRA 5,1933 

i? i 

[TflT.-fl. 24/5/2002-3#?*-1 (T95-III)] 

pm ^*TTC 7 fr5, 


(IF-1 Section) 

New Delhi, the 23rd March, 2011 

S.O. 816,—In exercise of the powers conferred b> 
clause (c) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Smal 
Industries Development Bank of India Act, 1989 (39 of 1989) 
the Central Government hereby appoints Dr. Shyan 
Agarwal, Additional Secretary & Developmen 
Commissioner (MSME) as a Director on the Board o 
Directors of Small Industries and Development Bank o 
India (SIDBI) in place of Shri Madhav Lai, for a period o 
three years or until fiirther orders, whichever is earlier wit! 
effect from the date of notification. 

[F. No. 24/5/2002-lF-l(Pt.-III) 

RAMAN KUMAR GAUR, Under Sec) 


factTT »|SIIW 
(tWimt) 

16 *#,2011 

■^t. 3tT. 817.—3trf9^t7 (TTP 5 
sfa W) * 1948 VRI 2 ^ * g (T) ‘ 

mm ^ 

16-3-2011 3 *TRct ^ ^ sw«r«^ 3 

i 

[U 3. 4330/1/2006 
3RR 'tfHfs**, 3m 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CPV Division) 

New Delhi, the 16th March, 2011 

S.O. 817.—In pursuance of the clause (a) of tl 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oatl 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Govemme 
hereby authorize Shri Jayantha Bakshi, Assistant Consula 
General of India, San Francisco to perform the duties - 
Assistant Consular Officer with effect from \6' 
March, 2011. 

[No. T. 4330/1/200 
R. K. PERINDIA, Under Secy. (Consula 




•uN, jt..t 


H u-A .i. - ■#<*!•' 11 n .|i 4 i 
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mR«k *h«ui wi 

( f3iw jjii ijf^TT ^mur famn) 

22 TFRl, 2011 


•5KT.3TT. 8 18.—- qR?f^ 3^f^H srfttfWT, 1956 (1956 37T 102) HR! 11 ^T-tfRI (2) SRHI^f ^ 

4*5 ftwftH R Wf 4 W 4 qfetfq 4 TO ^ ttf 

U«07 3pjq4f 4 rHHfdRfld 3m 44faq ^Rft 4 IPRI: 


W1 3Fjq4) 4 HMkaiMiKl fafacHI ^ 4il*R (2) t£ ?R 4 ftftfe] ^ 3Rf»RT “*L 3R*J 

EW^ ncm, 3 tR 3T&T" 4 44^ 4 ft* 4faRT [**4 TOR (3) 4 FR 4 ftfite] 4 3Tmfa 3ffim 

y P*P' >i 44 4«tT*ra vtPqR^ 4 rtr Pi ^ Pi Pact 41 4dP4vi f4m ^ntpn, rpri: 


'T^kiIhi jh ^444141, 4r44r4t t*4 444” 


(TRI cTfeH* 4fe*t>d RHcfo, <rR§H3L M 34 tt 4' 
44f4?r f4q 7 # fqgrflprf 4 44* 4 ^t. strirt^ 

3RR f^pqPqaKrl’H, 4*iMlR, ^tR 3I&? 5RT 

2009 4 RT 5*l4 RK 4t Rf P^P+rHl 3T^rTl 
^MdiHim rt4 ^nqnt i 

“'fe^TT 1H RRT4f44#4” ^ 

(TRI dfendft 4fs<*><n 4>ltrl'4 ) dtsMA, 31^0 4 
3rf^m -sn ftrarf*f4' 4 44i -4' ^. am^d 

3RR ftfirqPqyidq, ^WK, 3tR 3F&T BRT fiR R*R , 
2009 4* RT RTR 3JRTT 4) Tf$ f*f4cRT stfcTT 

___ RRRTNTR1 RHt ^nqrft | _ 

^ : I- ftRft 7 =TRr4tR W4*R q4 3TCR 4t *[$ RRRT1 srflRuR RTR Ritf 4 %tT fsp^ ^ ■ t^. 

Trifl'd RRRHJ 4RT I 

2. -4 4 3T^m RRRT1 ^ Wf 4 H 4vRl4 4 44PR1 FO ^rfi R^RfR 4 qfaftrfT ^TfFR F9 

4 4^7 f^fT ^RRTI 1 


[4.^ I2012/161/2010-^(4t.ll)] 
PiMtol, 3R7 tifqq 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY WELFARE 
(Department of Health and Family Welfare) 

New Delhi, the 22nd February, 2011 

,, rt S ‘°’ 818 '— In ex ercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the Section 11 of the Indian Medical Council Act 1956 
(!02 of 1956) the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby makes the following further amendments 
in the First Schedule to the said Act, due to change of nomenclature of the qualification namely :— 

In the said Schedule - 

■ a / ainst Dr RML Avadh University, Faizabad, Uttar Pradesh" under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ 

[hereinafter referred to as column (2) ], after the last entry and entry relating thereto under the heading 'Abbreviation for Registration' 
[hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the following shall be inserted, namely:— 

(2> (3) 

"Diploma in Dermatology, Venerology & Leprosy" DDVL 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted by 
Dr. RML Avadh University, Faizabad, Uttar Pradesh in respect 
of students being trained at Era's Lucknow Medical College, 
Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh on or after December, 2009. 

"Diploma in Anaesthesiology" DA 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted by 
Dr. RML Avadh University, Faizabad, Uttar Pradesh in respect 
of students being trained at Era’s Lucknow Medical College, 

__ _Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh on or after December, 2009. 

Note to all: 1. The recognition so granted to a Postgraduate Course shall be for a maximum period of 5 years, upon which it shall 

have to be renewed. 

2. Failure to seek timely renewal of recognition as required in sub-clause-4 shall invariably result in stoppage of 
admissions to the concerned Postgraduate Course. 

[No.U. 12012/ I6l/2010-ME(P.H)] 
ANITA TRIPATH1, Under Secy. 
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-grryftc KT T T3W 3ftT faflTW h^iHW 

27 writ, 2011 

^31T. 819.—' 

SK fcfcf 4 offim TtfSeT <$ ^ STPffo ^f) TC 3?K ^TR 1976( 1976 60) cWT i ^ -qro 

^renefcTT «RR. 3?fc 3 44^Kf ^T "SRH ^TrTT T^R; 

fefsra ^Z7 ^rtert 1008-09 (s*ro to) , ^ ^-2 2^^^-160022 to* 

^angfcff (W^n ^f- 111 ) 1 ^ * wfcra cfcn to*°| ( 3fa*) ^ 

a^nVt fas 3Tl$ ^09/10/83 

SH^fad fa*fl 7 FTT t, SFpfe Wl-^ ^nrt «h<ol t I 

^M30^3^^m^ni00t^-3n.t 1 sfa.mt iytfx^sn »i^^ tfa ^^r 

T[fa?TtT °m>dH l c*Ffr awfag^R t I TO7T (^ 3 Wf <^R wf<«fi^ ^TT t I 

230 afk 50 l?^f yrHNdf mTT F^tjd 5>Kl4 "9T 'TPl ^Idl t I 



3TT^fa -2 '^TTSd TJt 'HlfdM TT^ TH qMn*5 'SFfTira 

TO t <1**^3 3 TO* 1^ 

-afi ^ ^ TO*q ^T TT^FT 4UHM* W S^tm f^l TFT11 I 

4rTfl mrr 36 Tq-^ro (12) ^ 

^ TX OT^m ^ 3TTFt?T ~Z^\ faPlHidl £TTT ^TTf iTTgTrf, fe^T?^ ^ 3l^K 3^ 3# HIHlft 3 FWf 

3 T^fatT ^T^T W^faT f^Fl tj^I t, i^rf^ cfTft ^f^n ^ ^ ^^cTT 3?k ^ cftcTR ^ ^ 

5 in Tfl^m -ffftnr <£ u i n ttr ^ fan 500 3 10,000 $a 3 wi win ^mnd (t&) ife 5 ^ ^ 200 ^ ^ 

^ ^ t 3&T u i” ^ 1x10*, 2x10* 3fa 5x10 *, * t ^ ^ ^U * 1 

[^1. U ^^^-21 (76)/2010] 

^.^T. ^TfSR, fa^RT, fafa^ ^ f^TH 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S. O. 819.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-authomatic weighing 
instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) with digital indication of medium Accuracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series “DIW” 
and with brand name ‘‘DIG I TONE” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s. Digita Computer 
Service, SCO 1008-09 (1 st Floor), Opp. Bus Stand Sector 22-B, Chandigarh-160022 and which is assigned the approval mark 
I ND/09/10/83; 

1 he said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Electronic Weighbridge) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
results The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model (Weighbridge) 



Figure-3 Sealing provision of the indicator of the model 

.idling is done on the back side of the display by passing sealing wire from the head whole screw on the body 
,v Uie The seal is connected by whole in back plate of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes 

achei with seal. A typical schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
jovernment hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 200 tonne with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 ‘e’ value of5g or above and with ‘e’ value of lxlO k ,2<lC k ,or 5xl0 k , 
where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21(76X2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^farFTt, 27 iRSTlt, 2011 

^T.3TT. 820.—RTFFR TH, TIlfeRt SRT ^ 3TC$<T tR fam ^ ^ ^ t 

snffir^f) W 3?R EN RH=F 3#T¥1, 1976 (1976 ^1 60) *T2 3?R EFT 

(Tfeif 3TgEfaO fWT, 1987 ^ ^ 31^1 sfk TJS t fa FRTTcTR 3Rfa ^ 3fflfa 3 ^ ^ 

■qf|^ 7jyi«Jrn -^ttit t^ttt :s?R fM^Fl Fftfalfaff 34"^«W Ed I M<\l4 4><dl <^ J U; 

m0 36^^-^ira (7) 3lk^f-^RI (8) 

ere fa^r w*nfa , ^ stt-fan far, mwp. ( 3 or k^t) sri faPifta (-RSTpfa ^f-n) ^ 

^ ?t ’’ ^ 3f^7 T£EF TTf%TT ^WdlPdd <faR (^P?^) ^*#5*1^1, fatfa 

^ ^ 3^" t' (flRt ^ffa EfeFT d>6l W ^) 3fk fd'A 3l^Mt<d faf 3Tr| "RH "St/09/10/198 r«bdl 

TFF t, ^^HKH Wl-'R ^mt ^Edt t I 

Ef^l F^7 fafRT fal 3FFR 'diT ER fal 3TTfaRT ^^t^lRia #FH 3WI (tdFTZFT m) t I 3rfaFRET 

sm\ 30 I^F.m 3 k wi 100 m 1 1 whefteh 3rrw (1) 2 ^fartf^T m 

sq^dH I cHfr mfa 3TT*fa|HF EETE t I 5FFm ~3FTTfa ^fag (T^f^t) TOf E^R M^ffR <J^Ri(! <**dit I 3 H<*^i 
230Etr3 37k 50 yrdlddT VRT fajd EgRT E7 ETEf ^TcTT t I 


— TOP BODY OF SCALE 



-2 3WI Hisd EF tflfcrH TTf^^H 

47 t ETgt ET farE 3 ^ TTlf^rn ERR faFTFT Etffal ^ t I Efe?T ^ ^ "£ : ^EEE ^T ^ y^4l 

414Hl^ gldUIE fan EET t I 

ji| ' ef, ' 7 ' U [ -q -qr# 7RF qff TjfaqT f l ^Tfft «^Rl^ii cT^7 ^t ^ ^ ^ 

frera *frf^n wt i 

3ftT TR^R ^ 3TfafT*m^t ^ET 36 ^t^T-*ira (12) UTCTST^ ?Tf^'^T TETtn ^ 
f % ^ RfeFT ^ 3T5Rt^T ^ WTO q£ 3TcRfcT ^Tlt f^M?n ^RT ^ft fe^RT, ^ 3?R ^ WTlft E f^RFR 

B^<T ■RTScI MtrW farm trTT' t, PcifHftd 3RTt *J*sFrfT ^ ^ Ft RT7, 'q^fcTT sfk 'M^Hicrt ^ aicd't^3H«tK u i * ft 

tin j00fR.m^2m^^‘ < f , RH^^Ri00Tl 100,000 riwt srrtft (^) 

“f r -qH^f^5000^ 100,000 T3 WWR TOH 3RRM (^l) Tlf^ 50 %.m rT^T 3Tf^T)^ SSRcTT 

En^ t 3Ttr “f -RR 1x10^, 2x10^, 5x10 *, ■£ t, ^TTfrq^ Tn WUVtt % 1 

[R>T. K 'S^ s ^R-21( 138)/2010] 

■^t.TTq. ^tfsra, Pfatt, fMv^r EFT f^TH 




• iw- 4 v*.*rtjip*^fi-fcr ■■ 
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New Delhi, the 27th Januaiy, 201! 

.1 S ' ° . ® 20 ;— whereas Ihe Cen,ral Government, after considering the report submitted to >1 bv prescribed 

‘vl'L'VnhfsratdLds 0 T d w e,d :; cribe H d L" ,he 53111 report <see the n,sure *•» w ° w >»- «* *. 

P visions or the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standard* nf Uriahs a «n 

1 ensures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said mood is likely to naintain its accuracy over pfriods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; * ^ 

r tr t r N ° W? therefo / e ’ m exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act the 

insl^urTbTetoo^ TT? ?* ofa ^ i0val of '** model of non-authomatic weighing 

and with brand name^WAKAI” /w* 1 “ dlcal ' on belonging of High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series "WKTT” 
r „ ell 'TV., 1 (hereinafter refetred to as the said Model), maunbetured by M/s. Satyam Weitthine Scale 
, a a ganj, PO-Gita Press, Gorakhpur (UP) which is assigned the approval mark IND/ 09 / 10 / 198 ' 

a-B-S^ssrss,-!Ks^±U5s , *r.ar 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of Sealing of the model 

, . . r ' assm 8 tbe sea hng wire from the body of the scale through holes , A typical schematic 

dmgi am 01 sea. mg provision of the model is given above. ,C 

The 1 " stru " ient has external contro1 to calibration. A dip switch has been provided in A/D card/mother board to 
- ■ ‘ e access to external calibration. 

i eXe , rC ‘ Se ^ P ° Wers C0nfe,Tcd b y ^section (12) of Section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
;; ment ^ ereb y declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
* a . r accuracy, performance and of the same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. and with number of 
venncationscale >"terval (n) in the range of 100 to 100,000 *e* value of I OOmg to 2g and with number of verificationscale 
rva (n) in the range of5000 to 100,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with *e’ value of I x 10 k , 2x 10 k ,or 5x 10 k , k being 
he a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
me principle, design and materials with which, the approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-2!(138y2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


1-2 
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27^,2011 

cFT ^ 821.—MT$Tt V\, fato 1RT! 97 toTT ^ ^ 9911 fa 

^ 3 «rf% (to St 9$ STTffa ^jf) m afa Tim RTTO 3*fafal9, 1976( 1976 99 60) <T*tf ^ 9R* 

99 ai^t^R) i^rspr, 1987 ^ sto' ^ t afk sr gm gft tomi £ fa wvm tot gft tog x ^ 

ggftfa wi tsEtt fafrR toffafto’ ^f <sh'«J<W to w +R11 tot; 

3Wf:, 3PP9, W^ ' R , 9?t 9171 36 ■JT-^RI (7) ^ (8) Sttf Rfafa 99 vOlO 7R^ 

tof *m to < wfa, tft 39 -to to, toay {tm ton sm factor w 9*tori (toto ton) to 

‘ Tfl ttt^" «£ 319191 tort to9 T99RR (totoTTVO 9i nT$tf 99, fato toRTRTR £vr\ 

to* to’£ (^ to 9*91^799 faSHW991 £) toIto ^hKH fas to^RTt/09/10/199 fa9T991 

t, yH!°I-99 STfa t I 

twer x^r fajm to to m to auto*? arcgtom to 5 * 7<fafa (ntoi4 zt^T) 1 1 sif^wr 
i^iooofa.m to 2 fa.mt \ wim s&im (i) 100 

W\ 9ftofl °M4>dH l r9 ^ qiftft 39tojR9 TOT t I TOT! 4<^4*> tofe (faf i ^t) Wf to-i mR^iW <mRm <»*«ii t I 

230 toe to so to yr^i^cfl m\ fags ot 9* to vm £1 



3TTf^l -2 4M+<«1 V 99 TTtfrFT Wf*lH 

to ^ toto to $ w to ton to tort t to -*t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^WUW *3^7 to 7R1 f I 

TOTO1 T^f ^ cT^ Tf-4 ^ T$t*n t i ^ ^ 1 7to Tr to to ^ ^ 

tog «ft to w 1 1 

sfk 2gfgfto gfl MRf 36 ^ TR-gRI (12) SR! T<T3 ?lto^ ^51 W'' ^ - ^ ;TT? 

f % - 3 ^ Tfer ^ ^ ?¥? wrnr-^ ^ tofa to ftotor sir to Itosia, tonn ^ -. 3^1 $$'■ >^'7i y • 

tsr atoto ^ toto tor w f, fgftos to ^ ^ ^ ^, wfei tor^R ^ ^ ^Rn ^ t^t ^f 

5 msfto 3lto ^ 4< f ’ RR ^ to 500 3 10,000 CRF to 3 RcRFR WiR 3RRTR 0?0 77f?R 50 f^.RT. R 5000 
fVM. (W Vt toRRR 8RRT to t *k u i n RH IxlO* 2^10^ 5x10 *, * tto Vim* RT T 1 ^ ^ ^ ^ 

TR^gf 1 

to ■R.^TTR-21(138)/2010] 

gt.TR. stto, fto^, ftto RR toR 


■«t.l fulfil- 


.* II 


11 1 * 1.«» m»nii"ni*- <».*** ■• i ■*'•»- *i‘ ■• 'W*** 1 ** 


.1,1,. II jw mpM^ p pf UMiy WI 


.1 I, .,11 - 
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1933 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

'SiuttsfJd L a! 7^7“ 7 , Cemr , al GoVernmcn1 ' after considermg the report submitted to i, by prescribed author,ty 

Measures (Approval of Models) Rules 19*7 and th H , ? and the Standards of Weights and 

sustained use and to render accurate service under vanefconSl; ° * *° maintain itS aCCUracy over periods of 

Central S by ( Sub ; sections < 7 > and (*> ^Section 36 of the said Act, the 

instrument (Platform type) with dinital indication of M*^ 1 IC a C ° approval °fmodel of non-authomatic weighing 
brand name'“W aSKSS<*“""*«•*»-III) of Series “WKPF'and wtt 

***** PQ-Ci,a Press, Oomkhpur (UP) which it^e*^pr“" %g£Z$T ^ ** ^ 

amaximumc^acifyonoOOkg^and^nhPmunw'* 0 ^£"insnument (Platform type) with 
With a 100pet^tMbtnwiwretainedtm« l efl'ec! > Tl? , F 7718vei ?f at ' onsca * e interval(e)is lOOg. I, has aiedevice 
The instmment operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alterative curr^m p^er^upply 0 ' d,SPla> ' ndKatCS ' he We,BhmS results - 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of Sealing of the model 


Further in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act the 

~ ^ac y c ^^ e 0 tr o,appr °r i ° r Ac saa modd shan - 

accurac y "W performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50ko un to 50ft) ho 
scale interval in the mnge of500 to ID.OtX) for V value of 5g or more and «Te ZLTmTX TsXFSZ 

same pSe ‘° m,n,,factured <* *e same manufacturer in accordance wttfe 

same prmctple, design and wtth the same maw, els with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F.No.WM-21/(138)/2010] 

B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legit bltfroJogy 
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8227F7FK ^T, TJTfeHt 5TCT ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

ifeT (4H*^ aqifft *i) w staRN rfff srfafwr, 1976( 1976 ^ 60) ^ T* 

*341*0 ft*R, 1987 

T^TT 3?fc faf*FT MftfaMM "4 <?M^ ^n 3RH ^TT X^IT; 

are> are ^k, w aifafam*mr 36 ^(?) afa ^-qrc (8) sttt rrl^f^r t^t 

^ ntt ft**, ^ * wri, usm/wN sftnnnT-136135, vra *” T 

(«8ji*n *4-m ^ ^ 3" *j®m ^ ^ ^ tfteR ^) ▼ HiWVT.tnwt 

“wta &s" t (fad ^ ^ Rtea to to t) dfc fad *3^ ^ ** ^ 10/67 

<oq^R w flro to i, 31^41^ TO^-^ra *>S 11 

ma 30l*.mal!r^TO^^ m 11^ «^njpm f^RW to 

'Wm**" *1 ww 

230 3^ 50 S^sf UrSTFRff 9TO t^c! 3RH RT ^ TO!1 I 



-2 Tfferf Tftfcfn ^7^ °PT '4 s R t TR^ -SlMyfM 

I i >fei *t ^ *> W OT< " ^'"•’^•S * l ' JU|tt 

^ TO ^ ^ ^ 11 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ flP ’ 

ftzre*ftfroTOti 

3^^^^TORTOt3rf*#fw^«mi36^^-'mi(i2)5ra^ ?ifta*itqiTTrfrT3*» ^gy^rffl*CT> 

i fis w -qfsw $ sqtfe ^ wto ^ snrfa fiiMar sra a*ft fasra, feaisa ^ «3 ctt mi&miStv toot 
■m #i > m« h tew raRHW T ftwi to ♦, ftftfta .feai * 33 t **, wfai 3fn wftTOT ^ ^w ****. * ^ 
1 fai. mat soft-in. TO^ 11 ^"^ ^ftpuoo^sofloo wat^^iwmTUB *"W) *" 100 ^ n,tTOB 

3^f^ ^ “-f* 5000 ^ 50,000 ^ ^ ^ ^(hHH 3TTO51 W) 50 ^ 3I ^ WWW ***** 

^$3ta“r-RH 1x10^,2x10^ 1 

[m it W^-21 (10)/2010) 

^.xr^ FfaBi, f^rap rto ftfifff 


H. :J : II.: i>| H |l 


ill 4 


A 


- i. +’H> ^.i mu np 




■K-H'M 


-l«M4fi<Lf ■*&■, <-<****'•#■** >>m 
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New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S, 0, 822.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by subsections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series “HST” and with brand 
mm “HARISQN TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s Markanda Scale Company, Gopi 
Vihar, Opp. Beriwala Peer, Shahabad,Markanda Haryana-136135 which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/67; 

The said model is a Strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of 30kg , and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2kg. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2 Schematic diagram of Sealing provision of the model 

The weighing scale has fpur head hole screws in four comer in its bottom and fastened by a leaded Wire through 
these four holes for receiving the verification stamp and seal. The instrument can not be opened without tampering the seal. A 
typical schematic diagram Of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The Instrument has externa} control to calibration- A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
to disable access to externa! calibration. 

Father, m exercise Of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said, Act, foe Central 
GovefWfient hereby deebfffS that fojs certificate of approval of the said model shall also coyer the weighing instruments of 
similar make, and performance of same sertw with maximum capacity up tp sokg. and wjfo number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e* value pf 1 mg. to 50 mg. and with number qf verification scale interval (n) in 
foe mnge of 50Q0 tp 50,000 for ‘e 5 value of IpOmg. or more and with ‘e’ value lxlQ k ,2xlO k ,pr5xlO k , k being foe positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with foe same materials with Which, the approved moc el has been manufactured. 

[ F.No.WM-21/(|0)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W.W. 823.-^tT tototo, Mm sMt 5TO vxp m TT faro to* * wm,M nwnrl ™*fls 

(#1 ^ TO?** *li) TO stoTOTTTO 3TWTTO, 1976 (1976 to, 60) w to to to to* 

to M3^) frro, 1987 * tow? * « 3 F 7 1 ^ TO to *t tottoi t U: warn win *1 TOfo * ^ ^ to* 

T«U«itn TOUT#!! 3^ fiTpTOT FftfwW F 3M^'kl SWW 1>wl 7*91; 

sra- 31*1 ^^TRTO,^3lMW^TOI36^TF-^(7)3Sh'S9~TOI(8)?!ro TO F*T TO* 

taf qntai’vtai tot*, TW Vm. «NWI ^ n^wiftwmjHS, an MW"*™ T* 

(wtoi *hn) ^ ^ f’ TTL 

to to to V I (fn* to* 57# totottsto *fes tot to t) sfa M sq4<FT ftl to H* »/09/io/68 

ITOlT TOT t, 3T7TTTO WT-TO TOt TO* t I 

W^TOl1^^TOlE^TO^3n<llftiT31T^lftm#FlTOTO°T(^TOTFj ^rT) t l TO*> 3Tf»TTO«l 
m 200 ton. *fc *pro tout i ton *1 ttotto totot *roa tf) so m * i TO* TO t -*m m 

irfilVM o9<6trH ITTO> qiftl TOW » I TOW 3rtU<6 S l4te (H« < ) TOf T»Wt hR-ith ^Rlfl TOTH t I TOTOT 

230 afftr so ^ TOTrrof tot fepr ttot tt to! tout i i 


/h 

/ n U OJy 


r Stamping "bit 


•. ««rf 


X -F 


(Indicnt 0 ' l ' r Sente- Front Sldn) 




3?Fffa ~2 4tsci -si^yiH 

TZm sk Otirn ^ ienr ^el ^Ft 41^ Tin ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

t I dW "! 3 f^TT^TI^f ^T ^T Tl^rn I TTfecT ^ ul<rW ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^i*"** SNyH 

^tj^r fan w 11 

^iPnrifmiwW 

ftpTRtm-Bro tew, ^ ^ 

^5T l^.t^RI ^HEfr ^ ^ ^ WT«f?fT ^ Tfr^Tf ^ ^ 

sift* ^ ‘T ^ t^r 5 C 0 ^ 10,000 wf ( ^0 50 f3F ' m ^ 

5000 ^.m^^ 3 ?fM^^^t 4 T‘ ( r^ 1x10^,2x10^ 3 ^ 5 x 10 * **,# ^ 1*^T 

^ f I 

[m «®^^- 2 lO 0 )/ 2010 ] 

^t.tjraf. ^m, Wvw, ^ t^TF 


■i ^>-4>«ppit<MliHM 144 'Nii^lfl 11 l^l *• • ■!'! 


^ <s>**±. *m~- K WrfH H*f- 


r It.. H i Mi >11 i 


Hi.»; M4W» i p>»l<» W1> : rtM*M+ 
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TO TTTO : 26,201 l/^N 5, 1933 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2011 

S. O. 823.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 
IS satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise ofthe powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) ofSection36ofthesaidAct the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate: of approval ofthe model of non-authomatic weighing 
instiument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of Series “HSP” and with 
brand name “HAR ISON TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), maunfactured by M/s Matkanda Scale Company, 
opi i ar, pp Beriwala Peer, Shahababad,Markanda Haryana-136135 which is assigned the approval markIND/09/10/ 

OOy 

1 he said model is a strain gauge type load cell based noti-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 200kg. and minimum capacity of lk g. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 Model 



Stamping Hate 


* it ad sgaf 


Figure-2 Schematic diagram of Sealing provision of the Model 

I he weighing scale has four head hole screws in four comer in its bottom and fastened by a leaded wire through 
v n.f ooles tor receiving she verification sfamp and seal. The instrument can not be opened without tampering the seal. A 
• ‘ ' hematic diagram of sealing provision ofthe model is given abov^. 

k'* mstrurrient has externa! control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother board 
:er 1 access f > external calibration. 

r unbei\ in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ofthe said. Act, the Central 
'.ev eminent hereby declares that this certificate of approval ofthe said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
amilar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. up to 5000 kg. with verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 tor‘e’ value of5g .or more and with‘e’value of lxl0 k , 2xlO k ,or 5xl0\ where 
k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F.No. WM-21 /(10)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M**a»aiji*i)1«iaq, 

t[S4I^T 3H|iJ T&U f^rf^PT ^ ^ 

an:, an, tor, wb aft m 36 a» ^-ara (7) A m -m 

tn ftsft anaan-n, 107, teR sraffm a»m*. ijw ^ at m . 

ftftftti a^ia aaiftar (aaiftar aft - III) aift * ft ^^*9* Tjaa ^rf?a 

atafe* an, ftraft afe aa am “an^" t (faft isft wft aaamaaa ftfertaan™ *) afeft* »* ^ 

Ct/09/10/88 fell TO t, ST^qkH W ^ ^ ^ t 1 

igfirerfl o4<»d4IW E *TTfcT 3TTfoFj?R 3t^P f I !»<<*>ri 51^5 (T^T^^t) N'vtf flteii hR^iR 3M$P?kI 

230 3k 50 yrMl^ff *ITO f^T W ^ ^ 4>WI f I 



3 T1$ft -2 i#5H sp\ ulfeiO 4i<A -si^yW 

ftrotfttaaftftiNf ftftftft!aia7lftin<aa*ftft?ftaftanftt i afi^ ft) fttaa* ^ ft *9ft»’*'ft* ^ 
Tfrsn&Z -&m fTO TO t t 

ferg^lroTOii _ 

sfftftafaaTanTaaaaiftfftftftt wn36aft^J-<7ro(i2)BroiK7i aifaaft®r«"« 

100 ft. m ft 2 m to ft “1" ata ft ftft 100 ft 10.000 aa: aft ft* ft aaaiaa anara aftftra w)*5»a7rt 
siftar ft “f aiaft ftft 500 ft 10,000 aa; aft ft* ft a<am ama aftroa (fti) *fta 50fftar** aft wfftsaa Wi art 
f ftk “i" an uio* 2xio* ftft 5xio *, ft t, ft aaitaa; at a?*Raar T 1 ^ Tfft ft «ag<~j f 1 

[mU^^Pl-21 (8 0/2010] 

i&. ftfm, ftfcrar, fafro to faro 


I Ha 4 l <MU*MQ| 


WftfrlW^ilM 


|i II ii U- 4* .- 
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New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

authority^satiS^r^^e/"* "f * m *« “> * b * P^bed 

provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures AcM“ m COnfon,li,y ***** 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules 1987 and the ca i a ’ ^ (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 

sustained use”! to render alle ^i^ltv “nd'htl; “ “ * ««* "* «-** <>f 

Central Govrmn^afhereb^LKue^^d^pubhshes dt'eMrdficatc ofM^ie ^ ^ ct ’ *^ e 

Vaibhavanand Housing Society Nr. p 1 Model), maunfectured by M/s Chaganbhai Katawala. 107, 

the approval mark IND/09/10/88; ’ U ” ya 301 and,r > Huke^nwar Road, Nagpur-34 which is assigned 

<**•**■>•> widt 

a 100 percent subtractive Gained (e) h 5g “ ^device with 

instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current plwe'riupp^y ^ '' md,Ca ‘ eS ^ We,8hing ^ Th * 

Figure-1 Model 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the Model 
, i'i vc ,'above* 8 *'” 8 prov ' s '°" ° Pdle ^ode! is givenabotreA ^pira^lramtic di^^ramof^llng* provisiOTtonhemode? is 
— to d^b'i n e“to'^.“liS.' 0 Ca ' ibra,i ° n ' A dfP ’** ha< 3,50 bee " Pr ° Vided ” ' VD 

ian to e ot500 to 10,000 for V value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value Ixl0 k 2xl0 k orSxin* Kh*i no th- “>• 

wasasMsss=££ Si « 

(F. No. WM-21/(81)/2(M0] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


’3 
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TO.3TT. 825.—##T TUSK ST, Rfe sfaSTTl 1JTTT # ft 1 # TO faST ST^ ^ t l^t^ TOlPtFT ¥t TOT f % 

TORT ft# 3 ^f#ra *fct (#1 # STfRT ^f) W sfc TIN TIFFS SlfafTOR, 1976( 1976 ST 60 ) cT«TT S2 3^ TIFT W 

(tfefi ST SFjqfcO fWT, 1987 ^dWTf ^ 3FJ^ t afoTOt # TfTSTOT 1TOTcTTT TO# St 3T#T 3 TST 
SS#T «HT^ T#TT 3# f#TO #ft«TfTOf if ,i9^W #8 WT STS T#T; 

TO:, TO, TUSK, TORT 3TfafWT S1 STT 36 #TO-STt (7) 3ftTTOT-STT (8) tflti TT^tT TiP«iqT ST 31# S# 

l£ # 7 } wt# ch i d i ctM i, 107, ^tofto mVm u\m£ } to^to sftr $ tot, fwi f&ftr Tte, ^m^t-34 sm 

i^rnffid toto wk (srofar cftf-in) r#Pt 3h*kU| z#) 

i toss st, fro# s#st tot“ to^ s T t (t# v&b ws^toa sm tot t) 3 # f# 3tgt#n f# 3 ^# 

lft/09/10/89 tar Tpqj f, 3^#^ WTO TOt S# t I 

"TO S5FT TJS fop # 3 RJH to -qiT #T 3TTS# 3TftTSfafl R#FT 'TOS# (^TO>l4 ^0 t I ^TTSt 3THTSTO 

Wt 500 fs.s sftr -^topt tor n lkmti wn himhh 3 urtttft (■$)' 50 mil TO#’ TOS T^fTO i U<\**\ tot 

UfdTO o*H<rHkUS SffcT 3TT#RJTOT 3TTOT t I 3TSmTO#S (#T $ ^t) TOf R#FT #TO dn^m STcft i I 3WT 

230 S# 3# 50 5<^4 yr^iqol TOT fasjci TOH TO Sl4 Sldl i I 



TOftcT -2 St #TO! s# ST TOSTTOT^ WR 

feT# St TOgt ^ 7?tfm W fHd>ld ST tR%tt f i TO ^ ^ ^ TO^T ‘ST F^r Wit 

•#HM4 ^HiJIM dHTT TS t l 

3wi ^’wft -rs ^\ -^tfri- i ^ ^ Ifr tt^ wv£/wz t # feq 

tr^q I^t tfti i 1 

3Ttr TTTSR d^T 3 *Mto St ^TRT 36 St ^~-W3 ( 12) ?TTi TO #TOt “*W 31# ^ ^ ^ #081 TOt 
t fSd^l -qfeel 3^R#f ^ ^Tt WTO it 3#f?T TtR RlRTOT ^ITI TTf ftOTt, f44fff £ 3?5FR # #T TTOt ft f5RT^ 
TORI 3T^ifTO ^fel ST fsrfd#I fS8T W t, f#T#T TOTt ^dT TOR, W#T 3TTT ST#TO S #R TOTOT *ft #t 

5 m ST# 3TfTO> ^ 44 ^” TOT ^ f# 500 ^ 10,000 RTS # TOTO TOTTOT 3TdTOT (TO) 50 Is. S ^ 5000 

fS.Tf. cTS # 3TfTOTOf TO # t ^ ” TOT 1x10^, 2x10^ S 5x10 * ^t, ^JHITOTS quench 

t I 

[ST. U W^TO-21(81 )/2010] 
# TO- R#rs, t#rs TOT f#FT 


■n 


T |J • • • !• 


ii . ||:' H i i |» -u " 







New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

auihority, is satisfied that the model describl^^ rep0rt SUbmilted t0 " b y the prescribed 

provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act mTrln ^ 8 ' Ven bd ° W) is in conformity with the 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said ’model ^KIM ! ?<> ^ ,he S,andards of Weights and 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions- Y ° ma,ntain lls “curacy over periods of 

Centra, t^vernnfenfhereb/^ue^ancpjuibNsIres the «ri^^e , (^am!rov S |^ ^‘ >p ^ ect ’ on of the said Act, the 

instrument (Platfrom type) with digital indication of Medium Accuracv P r A of<bemod el of non-automatic weighing 

name “SANSU1CQ” (hereinafter referred to as the said Modeh m > ofSe ri<*“SSP” and with brand 

Vaibhavanand Housing Society, Nr. Hanuman Mandir Punvadham by M/S ' Chaganbhai Ka 'awala, 107, 

the approval mark IND/09/10/89; ’ y ham Mandir, flukeshwar Road, Nagpur-34 which is assigned 

a Thxiim” 1 kgandtnhiimumraf«^tyoflkg 6 !^vwfficTtions We i^"t* “Ktntment (Platformtype) with 

with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light (e) iS 50 g !t has a ‘“e device 

The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative currem power stppfy P V Weighing resu "- 

Figure-1 Mode! 



F igure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 
diagramSg^S^K^ * "°* * * *■* *"* ^ A ^ -hematic 

to d,sabler«:::lTx e l\Tca , ;!bmto 0ntr0i '° Calibra,i0n ' Al “ P SWltCh h3S als ° P™ded in A/D card/mother board 

GoyemnMM^etlythfs 36 ** ^ Ac, the Cenira, 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same seriefwith I” d h L so Cover the we, 8 hin S instruments of 

scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10 000 for ‘e* value of 5e or!T Capa ^ ltya ove 50 k 8 U P to 5000 kg with verification 
is positive or negative whole number or equal Wlth e ’ VaIue ^° k >2xl0‘or5xl0‘, wherek 

principle, design and with the same materials with which, dte sa"d ^ ^ 

[ F. No. WM-21/(8 V)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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?q 3o»i H«ww . #5, tywi win ^rersfe. ’ *‘''^ ,5T " ^ 

;S 5 C.«*^“ ■**■ ** - m * mK ' "*■ ‘■’* 

MO ^ 3?R 50 ^ ™ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ? ' 



^-2 *tar **»!*<* «**"**"« . 

^ * m * * i'£?iT3tS. *t v w« «*«w w 

tfitw**s*i* 3 ^ 1 *^ 5wm5 «aai^&* t Wfai3^gn*ra=i**' 

^ift.m^5oft.w.^ ^ i ^H^tmioo, TO8ftroaWT |ftaioi».iHTO^«ftw 

«« ^ **'V ™ > xl0 *’ 2X, ° ^ * 5X10 ^ u W -2U288),20 


Jjzm : ^ 26,201 \f&t 5, 1933 
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New Delhi, the 28th Januaiy, 2011 

S.O, 826, Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 ofthe said Act the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval ofthe model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of High Accuracy (Accuracy class -II) of Series" AJS” and with brand 
name ‘‘AXEL” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), maunfactured by M/s. Axel Scales, #5, Hanumantharayan Koil 
Street, Park Town, Chennai-600003 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/478; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 
a maximum capacity of600 g and minimum capacity of200 mg. The verification scale interval (e) is 1 Omg. It has a tare device 
with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 





Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision ofthe model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing the sealing wire from the body ofthe display . The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
schematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother 
board to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 ofthe said. Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval ofthe said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg with verification scale interval (n) in the 
rangeof lOOto 100,000 for ‘e’valueof Imgto 50mgandwith verification scale interval (n) in the range of5000 to 100,000 
for ‘e’ valueof lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value Ixl0 k ,2xl0 k or5x!0 k , wherek is a positive or negative whole number 
or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[ F. No.WM-21/(288)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 


28^FTFTt, 2011 

gjT3^ 827.— 

OT 1^ * *1% ^ 0*W * ^ ^#*) FTZ ^ FN FFFF 3TMW1, 1976(1976 ^T 60) WW m 

(Tfeif^is^) fm, 

FFFfdT «nm, «s)mi sik fciPH**! wRfwfflqT^ ^ | h; 

sra: 3m,^T^,w3rfMPm^*ira36^TT-«im(7) 3^^i-<wi (8) sraTO*if«*t3Pito^ 

m ftft Tp?ra #5, tjubwih ^sra ^te, to? rm, M -600003 oti ftPrf*ra -R^q^n^i Cwta-m) ^ 

3T^T ^JFF fI^cT 3UFFlRld <JH«tK u i (iw«H ^0 ^ H ' 5C1 ^ 

3fo M Vrfm **9/10/479 W<tfm flwr iWT t W 

yHi u n^ '5ji(t *t>idt t I 

- 5 ^ FT5F1 ^ foffi 1FSK FTT FTC ^1 3TT^Tft?T 3T^#RT 4H+W (^d9 ^) t 1 ^• ■3^cR 

w30 Ri. gfk^m^TT 100 mi \ wgmwm3Fzm(i) sit 

Tif^Tcr«nft?r 3rrtag<?R ffif 1 1 w?r^sfa^pite (F^) tM cfr^H^Rm wt i^frf 

230 Ffce 3 lk 50 1 ?^ ycqiqal FRT Pq^d W 3 FT Frtf «i>«ii f I 



3TTffa -2 FTSFT Fit TftfcFT FR^ F>T qU’ii^ -sihmiH 
^ ift^ni TOT fRW 5R TR ftftOl SS\ TRft t I T<fel ^ in ^ 

W <JH(fo?r f^JT FFT t I 

RfF Ft f^JT FFT £ I 

ft; w ftro ■$ sqtfoft ^ *st wro ^ wnfs ftftRfti ira =rft ftrera, ftnpt ^ sijsn aft i # «wi il « fowl 
^ shm I M Mftd ftftqftl fa^ r^ t», ftftftn^»ftwi*^ t 3ft, wfti afrftrtftft* <iWi <w.w ft*ft°n 
i ft. m ^ 2 m. to ^ “1” ^ ^ ftn? 100 3 10,000 to ftt 3 wqm htwh aimra w*smw 

3rf»RP$“<”BIH^ft!H500^ 10,000 TO^ftftl^'W^IH RlW3 3ftTO(ftl)^fftl50ft-. '!llTO^3lftTO>I«TO^ra 
t aft “f’HH 1x10*, 2x10*^ SxlO^^t.^'IBllTO^^llTOTT^'BT^r 1 '^ Wig^lf I 

[m U ^^ 1 ^- 21 (288 )/2010 ] 

Ft. T^T. Ftf^T, ri^ldi, MFSfT FN pq^li’i 


l-U- OHMIlMipiliP i pi U ^t^Hiyi I 


* :| •■ ■ I- 


.It H* - 


H .ft. ■• nil m**t*m\+ '*< ^UNMM • 
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New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

.. r 8 f^ WhereaS the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority 

f m uf “ in the Said rep0rt (see ,he figure given below > is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 

Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
. ustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

r , ^ N0W ’ theref ° re ’ in exercise of the Powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act the 
1 ~ em hefeby iSS “ eS a " d pUblishes *• “ri'ficate of approval of the model of non-almadc weSihlg 

SZe ‘ AXE?’toe e inIfttr d,8 f ital ^h" Accurac * ( Acc “ ra cy class -III) of Series '‘ATT’ andtith 

^ ^ t p (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Axel Scales, #5, Hanumantharayan 

treet, Park Town, Chennai-600003 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/479; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with 

° f 30 “ 8 ' a " d minimUm CapaCi,y ° f 100 g ' Thc ve rification scale interval (e)is5gh 
devce with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result, 1 he instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 



Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provision of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing the sealing wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
ole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
\ mane diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

' be instrument has external control to calibration. A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother 
■jri to disable access to external calibration. 

f uiiber, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said, Act, the Central 
luvennnent hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of 
similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale interval 
(n; in t ie range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 mg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10 000 
bn ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e* value 1x10“, 2x10“ or 5x10“, wherek isa positive or negative whole number or 
equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21/(288)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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(**rw «**!)*". 

m . an *to W*K, OT #Nk ^ TO 36 « m-m (7) «fo Wl (*> W» *&***? ** 2 

^Tnftrm'* «^Wlfcl 3^#m 7>W WW **"> * ^ ”» ^ ~ /^, 

( SU *a* ^t/09/10/480 m$m ft*n to t, *3«ta 

TTRTtri T3 *fRt t l 

^TOsTOf^^TOrc*,™*.*™*, 

**, ,000te.m W 4fciinmwt««rt)a« 

TOf TiteH '*ft D ™ <mRr« sro* 

230 sfa 50 *^sf ycMWdl *rra f^r w ^ ^ ^ 1 



3n$fa -2 Tfr^t ^ ^r 

ft^aftxnst 

*ar*T3xrt^^tf3*^TOiftTO***#a3ixteiTO* ute^l «W^^w«i3:wt «W 

ft^^l^nTpnti _ -v _ T -ft 

ak^TO«TOiail^*TOJ«^TOTO<i2)TOWW «***r#1 ^ 

* fe rea ijfsa ^ wfa ^ W WTO ^ awrto ^ faPialdi gro -rot IWo, ^ __ - !Z?I 

$ 9 ,VL} *m * •i m ™*fm.soo* 10,000 to ’Tl^Ljri 

W 50 *W*5000lte*TO* flltoTO WO ^ t ak ‘T TO Ixlfl*. 2x10* * 5x10 * * t, * TOTO ^ 


'« H-lilit- l l i iPI I I HW|lttHx I HliH^li:|f|l 


■I H . )■ h \u 1 1 '44**1 1 pill IHU PP H ^*^'!i H■ 


!•- ii i' ♦' At *• 


- : 4 ■>■ »4ip*l*#li -♦*»' • 
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New Delhi, the 28th January, 2011 

S.O. 828.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed authority, 
is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions of 
the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the 
Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate <r pproval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of Medium Av^uracy (Accuracy class -III) of Series ‘ APS” and with 
brand name “AXEL” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Axel Scales, #5, Hanumantharayan 
Koil Street, Park Town, Chennai-600003 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/10/480; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg and minimum carachy of 4i>g. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Figure-1 




Figure-2 Schematic Diagram of sealing provi don of the model 

Sealing is done on the display by passing the seafng wire from the body of the display. The seal is connected by 
whole in base plate & top cover of display, than seal wire is passed through these two holes attached with seal. A typical 
.hematic diagram of sealing provision of the model is given above. 

The instrument has external control to calibration, A dip switch has also been provided in A/D card/mother 
hoard to disable access to external calibration. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said, # Act, the Central 
vemment hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument of 
(Miilar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and uo to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value lxl0\ 2xlO k or 
5x1 0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, die said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[ F. No. WM-21/(288)/2010] 
B. N. DIXIT, Director of Legal Metrology 
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829.— M Tfe l ‘RTFS' fe^l, 1987 ^ 1W 1 % ^T-fePT (1) ^ (^) ^ ^ qpf ^ 

o,d^gRi srftrcjffe ^r?n f ft? ^ 31^41 fe ^ (^f) 3 wife fen fef/fei t :- 




WRR. ’RTTcf^t RFFF Wsm 

affr wf 

tMfe WTt 3ffr fer 

wife FTF^'? 5 ^ 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1. an^TT^ 10096 (RFT 2): 1983 
felrT ^ in* TP? ^ 

frfrSR qr&SR T^af 5 t^ft 'tfjftft 
frnyM wi 2 vom ^ wr 
Msr R^*reft 

wM ^ ifetf rh^ ^r, 9, wto fe, ^ ferft-i 10002, sfei =hnW^ :^fe#, 

• q i tera g ffl i, ^i, r*tt w +iRtd'4f: stfwtrk, «wcfU, Rtw, feffe?* 4 i q,{5lc ^ wi<, 

^h^(, rffjt;, wit, ^ ct*tt i*fe ^ 11 

fel 25-02-2011 [^*f :^^3lR'St-22/Ht-16] 

#. 37^teT, •%. THF TT^‘ ^ WTIRR fa- 


Wfe WTT 2 31 *HWft ,2011 

^Reftt, 2011 


BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS 


New Delhi, the 25th February, 2011 

S.O. 829.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, the 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in t e 

Schedule hereto annexed have been issued :— 


Sl.No. No. Title and Year of the 

Indian Standards 


SCHEDULE 

No. and Year of the Date from which the 

amendment amendment shall 

have effect 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) _ 

1. IS 10096 (Part 2): 1983 

Recommendations for inspection, 
testing and maintenance of 
radial gates and rope drum hoists 
Part 2 Inspection, testing and 
assembly at the time of erection 


____— 

Amendment No. 2, 31 January, 2011 

January, 2011 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau*. f,nc5,Rn Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New f 3elhi, Kolkaw Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branc i 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Gu, ahati ’ Hyderabad, Jaipur, anpur, agpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

Date: 25-02-2011 [Ref: WRD-22/T-16] 

■ ’ 'ead (Water Resources Deptt.) 

J. C. ARORA, Sc.F & v 




■I ■ *■«#« 


1 "H : i « : < H 


■Mi‘D 
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3% to tut ftfwr 

tosft, 17 ^ , 2011 

’SFT.aiT. 830 K—ifrfa 11^91 (ffa^ TFTtof ^ to?Tto) tWT, 1976^ tot lO^ ^PWH (4) 

^ 3pftftyi ffw fcttl HT+tel, ^ ra 'Ul4*iPi<* farn H3iKyiq (^ 3% TTFfafW torctry tom) ^ TP g Tra f ^P F 
tototT*to Ti j H 3t Pi*-iRiRsm ^>Mtaq 8Q 9toh 7t stfw ^ toft ^ ^tot*mr 9 p<t 

tot i, ^ STtojto %;- 

1. 

tonjffiiti, 

#3t-284 003 

[ 4f-n01!/l/2008-toft] 
3#! 3PSm, ■H'^'+d flP^c( 

(Department of Food and Public Distribution) 

New Delhi, the 17th March, 2011 

S.Q. $3Q.— Ip pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 of the Official Language (Use for official purpose of 
the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central Government hereby notifies the following office of Central Warehousing Corporation 
under the administrative control of the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food & Public Distribution (Deptt. of Food & Public 
Distribution), whereof more than 80% of staff have acquired the working knowledge of Hindi:— 

1. Cenral Warehouse, 

Nandanpura, 

Shiypuri Road, 

Jhansi-284 003 


[No. E-l 1011/1/2008-Hindi] 
_ NAVEEN PRAKASH, Joint Secy. 

enlucii RVitnq 
!8*trif, 2011 

^T.3TT. 831.—3tfw<T 

to? toffFflt ; 

3 ^tolfistd ^ ^ ^ 3fmfcT 3TT^ 7toTf 

^)2008/01, Cl kIo 3 2008 "gtgq Tft.f3ft., totM TOPt 3lhfM/%leT % 3TR^TR, 

otonmsi, fadi 3pjct, fMtos-759143, ^ 3?mto? ^ m 3^ f^tcTF 3PJ9T 3t)fevil ^ <fr i q|<riq ff m 

toto, i, w«fti*i ir?n ■#TOtn ^ ^rotot tot ^tt 7mmt i ; 

33 it: <m, ww sfa (sto afotora) atfatom, 1957 (1957 20) ^ «rm 4 3ft ^wrcr (1) 

SRT WT dfwt ft?, 33^-q) ff <rf% i^pf ^ ^ 4 ^ aPT «£ 3 ^ 3TT?p? 3 ft 7 £^TT %t f ; 

^ srpjpt ff ■jfcrtto ^ffr ff tors *qtoi- 

(i) Tpjpf ^pr 'UT 37to toft *?FT Tprfl ^7 "3^77 %# ^ 3T^t ^7 3tto, 

(ii) ^Jpl ^ HpT ^ 3Tto>T7 "qr ^pl ^ 3tto7 ^ %T ^ ^ ^ 7M, 'qt 

(iii) 73^ T ?^HT ^ 37^ 37fftof 3fl ^Jp^Ft apptftt ft ^ 0Rpk ^pr TT^ft Wt, tof cT*TT 

3RT 3ff SriTRrf ^TT 33^1 ^ 3JT «|pt ^ RU6 U I 3?k 7P=73f ^ to; cT®tT 

MKT 13 39 *TT 7 T ( 7 ) ff ^ 3 F=q ^TPTcT 3 Tf^Tc% 7 sff ^ TTPlM %T 7 t to to? Tttol I 

?7T 33toj^TT ^ 7FTO 4 h«HNI*I ^t iffto ^ ^ tot ^ MtcR, ^5^ H^iy^FR Ttt.i#., tort 977K 

W %, 3TfitoPff, st^t et«ri\*rti^t, ton 3pj^ ( tototi-759143, artton ^t ^nt I 
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^ ®CiT e t> 

ufaftlRT 


[ ftg fc> TT^T 41 U.H/ (4l5«^s«r^-T3[) 2008/01, clidal 3 <£T, 2008] 


TOT 

TO 

ftwrfa 

TO TOT 


"nfsT 

tot§4T 

faro 

£ft>TO 4 fa 

(TOITOT) 

ijprs^ fa 
(wm) 

feuifoni 

1. 

ftW14l9l 

TOTfeT 

173 

TOFT 

137.76 

340.40 

TOT 

2. 

tjRt *lfa1 

vjHRfel 

172 

3FFT 

108.31 

267.64 

TOT 

3. 

TOTO^ 

TOftTO 

174 

3PFT 

99.49 

245.84 

TOT 

4. 


*Rq4sT 

170 

3RFT 

57.85 

142.95 

TOT 

5. 

MftlHlt54l 

'jHmI-SI 

171 

TOFT 

6.46 

15.97 

TOT 




^ : 


409.87 

101180 



ciufi ;- 

sTR^^icfttsfkTim^rmfe^T^iim^ fa%“T\*'m 
^FT 3Tfr «(<sdl ^ I 

TT-'Ef Tim^T rY^TT-^ f ^^HTT f^T^ 3TFT^^ 3‘V ?FF 

"Rt facial i? I 
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MINISTRY OF COAL 
New Delhi, the 18th March, 2011 

S.O. 831.— Whereas, it appears to the Central Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the lands in the 
locality described in the Schedule annexed hereto ; 

And whereas, the Plan bearing number GM/MJSJ/GOCP (GWWU-A) 2008/01, dated the 3rd June, 2008 of the area 
of land described in the said Schedule may be inspected at the office of the Chief General Manager CEO, Gopal Prasad 
OCP/Gopal Prasad Area, at Anandnagar, Post Office Hakimpara, District Angul, Pincode-759143, Odisha or at office of the 
Collector and the District Magistrate, Angul, Odisha or at office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government hereby gives notice of its intention to 
prospect for coal from land described in the said Schedule ; 

Any persons interested in the land described in the said Schedules may— 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land, or of any rights in or over such land, or 

(ii) claim an interest in compensation if the land or any rights in or over such land, or 

(iii) seek compensation for prospecting licences ceasing to have effect, rights under mining leases being acquired 

and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the land, collection from the land of cores or other 

mineral samples and due analysis thereof and the preparation of any other relevant record or materials referred to 

in sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act, 

to the Chief General Manager CEO, Gopal Prasad OCP/Gopal Prasad Area, at Anandnagar, Post Office Hakimpara, 
District Angul, Pincode-759143, Odisha within ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 
Utkal-A Block 

Gopalprasad Open Cast Project, 

Talcher, District - Angul, Odisha 


[Plan bearing number GM/MJSJ/GOCP (GWWU-A) 2008/01, dated the 3rd June, 2008] 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
Mauja/Village 

Thana 

Village 

Number 

District 

Area in 

Hectares 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 

Area in 

acres 

(approxi¬ 

mately) 

Remarks 

I. 

Kaunsidhipa 

Jarapada 

173 

Angul 

137.76 

340.40 

Part 

2. 

Chhota Bereni 

Jarapada 

172 

Angul 

108.31 

267.64 

Part 

3. 

Kankarai 

Jarapada 

174 

Angul 

99.49 

245.84 

Pprt 

4. 

Raijharan 

Jarapada 

170 

Angul 

57.85 

142.95 

Part 

5. 

Golagadia 

Jarapada 

171 

Angul 

6.46 

15.97 

Part 



Total Area: 



409.87 

1012.80 



BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION: 

A-B The line start from “A” and proceeds towards south direction and reached “B” at the village boundary point of 
Golagadia and Chhotabereni. 
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BC The line starts from “B” and proceeds towards south up to “C” near to the village common boundary of village 

Chhotabereni and Kaunsidhipa. 

C-D The line “C” to “D” proceeds towards south direction through the village Kaunsidhipa and meets at village 
boundary of Kaunsidhipa and Raijharan. 

M The line passes through the village Raijharan and reaches a. point “E” over plot number 1928 of village 
Raijharan. 

E.F The line proceeds towards south direction and meet at point “F” over the same plots number 1928 of village 
Raijharan. 

F-G The line starts from “F” and proceeds in southeast direction and meet at point “G” which is in the village 
Kankarai. 

GU The line proceeds in the north direction and point “H” of the common boundary point of village Kankarai and 
Kaunsidhipa. 

H-l The line proceeds towards north direction and meet at point “I” which is the common boundary of village 
Kaunsidhipa and,Chhotabereni. 

l-J The line starts from “1” and proceeds towards north direction and meet at point “J” which is in the village 
boundary of Chhotabereni. 

J-A The line proceeds in the north boundary of village Chhotabereni and meet at point “A” of Golagadia village. 

[F. No. 4301 5/26/2008-PRIW-I (Vol.II)] 
S. C. BHATIA, Director 
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MINISTRYOF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 833.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 13/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Kolkata now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Castro! India Ltd. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-30012/37/2002-1R (M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

Reference No. 13 of2003 

PARTIES:—Employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Castrol India Limited 

And 

Their workman 

Present; Mr. Justice Manik Mohan Sarkar, 
Presiding Officer 

- PPEARANCES; 

M behalf of the Management: Mr. S. K. Karmakar, 

Advocate with 
Mr. S. Roy, Advocate. 

t V'Tiofihe Workman : Mr. M. Dutta, Advocate., 

S lie Vv’er. Bengal Industry: Petroleum 

Dated 11th January, 2011. 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-30012/37/2002-IR(M) dated 20-2-2003 
the Government of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of its powers under Section 10(1 )(d) and (2A) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


“Whether the punishment of dismissal imposed by 
the management of M/s. Castrol India Ltd., against 
Mr. Sheo Narayan Misser Ex-workman at their 
Paharpur Plant w.e.f. 12-8-1998 is justified ? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. A joint application has been filed today on behalf 
of both the parties annexing the copy of the memorandum 
of settlement of the dispute under present reference. It is 
submitted by the Ld. Advocates representing both the 
parties that an Award may be passed in terms of the 
compromise as arrived at in the memorandum of settlement 
dated 11-1-2011. 

3. I have gone through the terms of settlement as 
contained in the copy of the memorandum of settlement 
and those are found to be just and legal and in view of the 
same, the prayer from both the parties are accepted. 

4. Let the present dispute be disposed of by way of 
an Award in terms of the memorandum of settlement dated 
11-1-2011 arrived at in between the parties. A copy of the 
said memorandum of settlement is made part of this Award 
as Annexure-A. 

5. Management is directed to handover the cheque 
in respect of the amount settled in the memorandum of 
settlement in favour of the workman concerned within three 
weeks from this date as stated in the memorandum of 
settlement. 

JUSTICE MANIK MOHAN SARKAR, Presiding Officer 
Dated, Kolkata, 11th January, 2011 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 


Reference Case No. 13 of 2003 


In the matter of: 


An alleged Industrial Dispute Between Employer in relation 
to the Management of M/s. Castrol India Limited, Dhuneseri 
House, 1 st Floor, 4A Woodbum Park, Kolkata-700 020 


And 


Company 


Their workman Shri Sheo Narayan Misser 
10/1, Mirpara Lane, Salkia, Howrah, (West Bengal) 

....Workman 

The humble joint petitioner on behalf 
of both the parties above named : 

Most Respectfully Sheweth 

1. During the pendency of the proceedings before 
this Tribunal, the parties to the dispute have 
started negotiation outside the Tribunal to 
amicable settle the dispute fully and finally. 
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2. Consequent upon discussions and negotiations, 
a settlement has been arrived at by and between 
the company and Shri Sheo Narayan Misser, the 
concerned workman and the terms and conditions 
thereof have been reduced in writing in a bipartite 
settlement. The copy of the said Memorandum of 
Settlement dated 11 -1 -2011 is annexed hereto and 
marked as annexure-A. 

3. In view of the said settlement, the issues referred 
to for adjudication before this Hon’ble Tribunal 
have been finally resolved and/or settled. 

4. The petition is made bonafide. 

It is, therefore, humbly prayed that the Hon’ble 
Tribunal may be graciously pleased to pass an award in 
terms of the compromise arrived at in the settlement dtd. 

11 -1 -2011 by and between parties 

And for this act of kindness your petitioners as are duty 
bound shall ever pray. 

ENCL: Annexure-A 

MEMORAMDUM OF SETTLEMENT 

1. NAMES AND ADDRESSES OF THE PARTIES: 

(a) M/S. CASTROL INDIA LIMITED 
P-7 PAHARPUR SIDING ROAD 
KOLKATA-700 088 

— EMPLOYER/ 
COMPANY 

(b) SHRI SHEO NARAYAN MISSER 
10/1, MIR PARA LANE 
SALKIA HOWRAH-711106 

— WORKMAN 

2. (a) NAME OF THE PERSON — SIBABRATA 

PRESENT REPRESENTING MAJUMDAR, 

THE EMPLOYERCOMPANY MANAGER 

HR & ADMIN 

(b) NAME OF WORKMAN SHEO 

PRESENT NARAYAN 

MISSER 

3. SHORT RECITAL OF THE CASE: 

Shri Sheo Narayan Misser, a workman of Paharpur 
Plant of Castrol India Limited was charge sheeted for 
commission of certain misconducts in accordance with 
the charge sheet dated 8-9-1997 followed by another 
charge sheet dated 2-4-1998. Separate domestic enquires 
in line with the principles of natural justice were held into 
the charges levelled against Shri Sheo Narayan Misser in 
terms of the charge sheets dated 8-9-1997 and 2-4-1998 
and Shri Sheo Narayan Misser having being found guilty 
was dismissed from the services of the Company with 
effect from 12-8-1998. 


Shri Sheo Narayan Misser subsequently raised an 
industrial dispute on his dismissal before the Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Central), Calcutta and the 
conciliation process set in motion by the RLC(Central), 
Calcutta failed, following which the Central Government 
referred the dispute for adjudication to the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal. During the pendency of 
the adjudication before the Hon’ble Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal the workmen Shri Sheo Narayan Misser 
has represented to the Management of Castrol India 
Limited for settlement of the dispute. Accordingly after 
bipartite discussions, the parties mutually arrived at an 
amicable settlement of the dispute on 11th January 2011 
on the following terms and conditions : 

4. TERMS OF SETTLEMENT: 

It is agreed by and between the parties as follows : 

4.1 That the workman shall not press his claim in the 
employment of the Company. 

4.2.1 That the Company agrees to pays Shri Sheo 
Narayan Misser a sum of Rs. 7.5 Lacs (Rupees Seven 
Lacs and Fifty Thousand only) within 3 weeks of the date 
of signing of this settlement and Shri Sheo Narayan Misser 
agrees to receive the said sum as lump sum compensation 
for settlement of termination of his employment and also 
in full and final settlement of the dispute and also in final 
settlement of his claim over the employment in the 
Company including the payment of gratuity. Such payment 
shall however be subject to the provisions of Income Tax 
Act as applicable. 

4.2.2. As requested by Shri Sheo Narayan Misser, 
out of the said sum of Rs. 7.5 Lacs (Rupees Seven lacs and 
fifty thousand only) payable to him, a sum of Rs 7 Lacs 
(Rupees Seven lacs only) will be paid to Shri Sheo Narayan 
Misser by an account payee cheque and the balance 
amount of Rs. 50,000 (Rupees Fifty thousand only) will be 
paid by an account payee- cheque to Shri Madhusudhan 
Dutta, Advocate who has been representing his case, 
towards payment of the legal expenses incurred on 
Shri Sheo Narayan Misser’s behalf in the case. 

4.2.3. That on payment and receipt of the aforesaid 
total amount of Rs. 7.5 Lacs (Rupees Seven lacs and fifty 
thousand only) in the mode indicated in the Para 4.2.2 and 
by virtue of this settlement all disputes/claims/grievances 
of Shri Sheo Narayan Misser stand settled satisfactorily 

' and no other amounts, statutorily or otherwise, are due to 
Shri Sheo Narayan Misser from the company. 

4.3. The employer will endorse the provident fund 
withdrawal form to enable Shri Misser to withdraw the 
provident fund accumulations lying to his credit in his PF 
Account. 

4.4. That Shri Sheo Narayan Misser agrees that in 
future he shall not make any claim either for reinstatement 
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and/or reemployment or any kind of employment to the 
company and shall not prefer any claim, monetary or 
otherwise, against the company before any courts of law 
Industrial Tribunal, Labour Court, controlling authority 
under the payment of Gratuity Act or any other authority 
or forum, as the case may be. 

4.5. The parties agree to file this memorandum of 
settlement before the Hon’ble Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal with a joint prayer to pass a compromise 
award in terms of this settlement. 

4.6 This settles all the issues and disputesfully with 
no right for further claims by either party to the settlement. 

4.7. It is agreed by and between the parties here to 
that the copies of the settlement shall be jointly forwarded 
to the Asst. Labour Commissioner (Central), Regional 
Labour Commissioner (Central), Chief Labour 
Commissioner (Central), New Delhi and Secretary to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi. 

Signature of the Parties 


For and on behalf of the Signature of Workman 

Company (SHEONARAYANMISSER) 

(SIBABRATA MAJUMDAR) 

MAN AGER-HR AND ADMIN. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRlBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 21 st January, 20! 1 

PRESENT: 

A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 16/2010 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under t-v-se 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section M 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Life Insurance Corporation of India 
and their Workmen] 

BETWEEN 


Sri M. Munusamy 

The Senior Divisional 
Manager, 

L1C of India, 

Chennai Division-1,102, 
Anna Salai, 

Chennai-600 002 


1 st Party/Petitioner 


2nd Party/ 
Respondent 


Date: 11thJanuary2011 
Witness: (1) Sibaji Raj 11-01-2011 
(2) Netai Datta 11-01-2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 834.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), (Ref. No. 16/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. LIC of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-17012/16/2009-IR(M)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


APPEARANCE: 

For the 1 st Party/ M/s. Balan Haridas, 

Petitioner Advocates . 

For the 2nd Party/ M/s A. Panneerselvam, 

Management. N. Sakthivel, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-17012/16/2009-IR(M) dated 22-4-2010 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India in imposing the 
punishment of removal from service upon Sri M. 
Munusamy, an ex-Development Officer is legal and 
justified? To what extent the workman is entitled for 
relief?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 16/2010 and issued notices 
to both sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsel and filed their Claim, Counter and Reply 
Statements as the case may be. 

3. The Claim and Reply Statement averments bereft 
of unnecessary details are as follows : 


946GI/11— 5 



HI viA/XTTE OF INDIA:MARCH 26,20U/CHAITRA5, 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)] 


The Petitioner an agent under Respondent w.e.f. 

1^88 and appointed as Development Officer in 1995 at 
Chengalpet Branch office was alleged of having introduced 
t^o proposals on the life of one Mr. Ravendran on 
30-3-2002 through Agent T. Sivaraman and 
A. Thirunavukarasu culminating in policies Nos. 713510618 
and 713510617 while R. Ravendran had died on 20-10-2001, 
that he had, given his addresses in both the policies, that 
hje had given moral hazard report in respect of the identity 
of the insurer, that he attempted to revive the policies 
relating R. Ravendran on 4-7-2002 by witnessing 
declaration of good health of deceased Ravendran and 
that he attempted to derive fraudulent benefits influencing 
tjie agents and to collude. He was suspended on 14-8-2004. 

To Show Cause Notice dated 24-8-2004 he gave explanation 
denying the allegations. He was charge sheeted on 7-1-2005 
to which also he gave explanation. After a farce enquiry a 
Ceport was drawn to which he offered comments as it being 
perverse. Show Cause Notice dated 17-4-2006 was issued 
proposing punishment of removal. He replied on 
27-04-2006 disowning liability to be punished but 
punishment was imposed on 30-06-2006. Appeal was 
rejected on 16-08-20 )6 in a summary manner. A memorial 
before the Chairman was also rejected on 5-6-2007. The 
two policies were canvassed and introduced by agents 
T. Sivaraman and A. Thirunavukarasu. The agents had 
completed the medical examination of R. Ravendran on 
30-2-2002 through Dr. Anand and had handed over the 
proposal and he countersigned the Agent Confidential 
Report. Petitioner acted bonafidely on the basis of 
representation of the Agents. L1C had obtained letter to 
the effect that the proposals were not canvassed by the 
agents and thereafter introduced to the petitioner. It also 
availed the services of the agents against the petitioner 
which is foisted, showing hollowness of the charges. Agent 
Sivaraman had given false evidence as could be found 
: established in the enquiry and also that he knew 
r R. Ravendran. The Agent Tirunavukarasu had been doing 
the agency work through his Father himself not knowing 
the rules. No credence can be given to his evidence also. 
Tirunavukarasu attested the Agent Confidential Report. 
Petitioner had only witnessed the signature of the person 
who gave the policies to the petitioner’s agent with no 
malafide intention. It was out of good faith placed on the 
agent. It was the agents who were to be proceeded against. 
The petitioner had been developing the business year to 
year with 42 agents canvassing the business under him. 
Proposals in respect of a dead person were not within his 
knowledge. The finding is without evidence only relying 
! on witnesses, parties to the fraud. The enquiry is farce 
and in violation of principles of natural justice. The 
punishment is totally unjustified and grossly illegal. There 
is no loss to the Corporation nor gain to the petitioner. 
The punishment is grossly disproportionate and is liable 
to be interfered with under Section-11A of the ID Act. He 
has not been gainfully employed now. The complainant 


Jayanthi is not a witness. It deliberately misdirected the 
Tribunal that the nature of job of the petitioner was 
supervisory not coming with the definition of workman 
which is held against by the Supreme Court. 

4. Counter Statement contentions are as follows: 

Mrs. Jayanthi, wife of Late R. Ravendran gave a 
complaint alleging the petitioner to have had arranged for 
issuing policies in the name of her deceased husband. It is 
on the basis of two moral hazard reports certified by the 
petitioner as to satisfaction about the identity of the parties 
and on the basis of independent enquiries that the two 
proposals were completed. Under Policy No. 713510618, 
the BOC Nos. 13827 dated 30-3-2002 and BOC No. 9584 
dated 31-1-2002 in the names of Sri Sivaraman and 
Munusamy, the petitioner were adjusted, towards first 
premium. He was informed to have acted prejudicially to 
good conduct and to have committed breach of Regulation 
21 and 24 read with Regulation-39(l) of LIC of India (Staff 
Regulations, 1960). The Agent Tirunavukarasu gave 
evidence that he has not canvassed or signed in the 
Agent’s Confidential Report. The signature was found 
not to tally as deposed to by him. Agent Sivaraman signed 
in the proposal and ACR at the instance of the petitioner 
but not in the medical report. He also did not accompany 
the life assured for medical examination. His signature m 
the medical report also did not tally, which findings were 
not contested by the petitioner. Agents were not examined 
as Corporation witnesses. His malafide intention to defraud 
the Corporation is evident. He was given full opportunity 
in the enquiry. There is no violation of principles of natural 
justice. The punishment is not disproportionate. He being 
a Supervisory Officer on the Agents is not a workman 
under the ID Act. ID Act will not prevail upon provisions 
of LIC. The claim is to be dismissed. 

5. Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the removal of Munusamy from 
service of the LIC is legal and justified? 

(ii) To whai relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

6 Evidence consists of the EX.W1 to EX.W17 on 
the petitioner’s side and Ex. M1 on the Respondent’s side, 
all marked on consent with no oral evidence adduced on 
either side. 

Points (i) and (ii) 

7. Heard both sides and perused the documents. It 
is argued on behalf ofthe petitioner that he as Development 
Officer believing his agent, known for several years 
accepted the proposal for the life assured on the deceased, 
R. Ravendran without being aware of the factum of is 
death The proposal was by the agent and not at the 
instance ofthe petitioner. In the moral hazard report agent 
has also signed below the signature of the petitioner as 
Development Officer. The policy was proposed based on 


r 


I- • • AM • • 4 'I • I Mi- 


14 i »- » M ltm u i .r iipi H i’ »».*• 


:•* Ii- il 


I* *•: 



[Will—3(H)] 


HRcl TRm : 26, 2011/^T 5, 1933 


2523 


the identification by the agent. In an anxiety to achieve 
target also petitioner has been acting in great momentum 
during the time of March. Even at the first explanation he 
has frankly disclosed the mistake. It is not a malafide act 
on the part of the petitioner. The Corporation was making 
use of the agents to charge the petitioner. It is the agents 
who introduced the proposer and not by the petitioner. 
The finding is perverse that the charge is proved. Petitioner 
cannot be held to have colluded with the agents in the 
absence of independent and reliable evidence. Regarding 
the signatures of the Agents they have a fickle minded 
attitude by owning signature and at times disowning it 
showing their infirmity in regard to their versions.Forensic 
opinion was not resorted to regarding disputed signatures. 
Petitioner may at the most be liable in negligence and not 
otherwise in any manner. There is no loss to the LIC. The 
policy has not been activated. The punishment is 
disproportionate to the gravity of the offence. In a case of 
grave charge the same has to be proved to the hilt. 

8. Arguments on behalf of the Respondent are that 
the petitioner is not a workman and that the reference is 
bad in law. The policy is, revived after 2 years giving 
declaration certifying good health of the proposer which 
is with clear intention to defraud. It is a pre-planned fraud 
on the part of the petitioner. The petitioner has attested 
certificate of Ravendran. One nominee for the policies is 
daughter of petitioner’s driver. Signature of the life of the 
assured is forged. So also the signatures of the agents 
have been forged, all pinpointing to the fact that every 
fraudulent act or the series of acts necessary to culminate 
the proposal into acceptance were manipulated at the, 
instance of the petitioner with fraudulent intention to cheat 
the LIC to get himself wrongfully enriched. But the same 
got frustrated at the instance of the wife of the deceased, 
the complainant. First premium was adjusted by the cheque 
issued in the name of petitioner. For second proposal the 
nominee is Jayanthi attested by the petitioner. Petitioner 
certified character also for renewal of policy. The signature 
of the life assured is also forged. The testimony of the 
witnesses is consistent pointing to the misconduct of the 
petitioner. Petitioner alone is responsible who acted with 
malafides. It is not a mere instance of negligence. 

9. On a consideration of the rival contentions 
scrupulously I am led to conclude that the argument of 
the Respondent that the petitioner is not a workman and 
therefore the ID is not maintainable in this forum is not 
sustainable as a position settled by the Apex Court. 
Regarding the charges levelled against the petitioner there 
is nothing to hold that the enquiry was not held fairly or 
properly or not in a legal manner or that the finding is 
perverse. That the petitioner was only negligent and by 
reason of the same alone the impugned offending acts 
supervened cannot be heard to say at all. Discemibly this 
is not a case in which the proposals were emanating from 
the agents and were thereafter being dealt with by the 


petitioner as Development Officer. The fact as brought 
out is that the petitioner himself was championing 
everything in relation to the proposal until it culminated 
into the policies duly fulfilling the formalities therefor by 
forging signatures of the agents, the life assured and so 
on. When the proposals really originate through the 
agents the enquiry is regarding the genuineness of the 
transaction, identity of the life assured, medical certificates, 
etc. and the same have to be independently verified by 
the Development Officer. In this case discemibly the 
formalities are got manipulated at the instance of the 
petitioner in as much as the proposals were pioneered by 
him alone who has been making use of the services of the 
agents known to him for 7 years. The case of the petitioner 
that the Corporation has been making use of the agents to 
implicate the petitioner is not apt to be believed. Their 
evidence shows that they have not proposed the policies. 
Signature of one agent is seen forged while the signature 
of the other was managed to be obtained by the petitioner 
as is spoken to by the agents in the enquiry. The non¬ 
examination of Jayanthi, the complainant is not material 
causing prejudice either to the Management or to the 
petitioner in that the documents themselves constituting 
the best evidence possible has come on record speaking 
much against the petitioner himself. It could be seen that 
the enquiry went of well. The finding is also not tainted in 
any manner so as not to be kept intact. The punishment of 
removal from service is just proportionate to the gravity 
of the offence. That there was no loss or prejudice to the 
Management or that there is no gain to the petitioner is 
not a relevant consideration in the matter of adjudication 
or as to the punishment to be imposed. It is the propensity 
to commit misconduct which is to be taken into account. 
Though it is argued that in a case of grave charge the 
misconduct should be proved to die hilt to warrant a finding 
of guilty followed by a severe punishment, that contention 
is not applicable in this case in vie'w of the fact that the 
evidence adduced in this case is sufficient enough to 
establish the guilt against the petitioner beyond 
reasonable doubt which is enough to prove a fact to the 
hilt though in industrial adjudication a misconduct needs 
to be proved on preponderance of probability. In other 
words any material logically probative to a prudent mind 
and is reliable and convincing with rational nexus to the 
facts in issue or relevant facts leading to the conclusion 
as could reasonably be arrived at as to the disputed facts 
is enough to render adjudication by men with right human 
perceptions with no vested interests other than to find 
out what the truth is and who could be so discerned in an 
objective approach. From the conduct of the Enquiry 
Officer or the other concerned authorities it could not be 
found to have acted in any biased, arbitrary or illegal 
manner to result in any prejudice to the petitioner. It is 
also said that there is no allergy even to hearsay provided 
there is rational nexus and credibility with the facts to the 
hearsay matter relied upon or sought to be relied upon. 
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life decision of the Apex Court in LIC of INDIA VS. 
R, SURESH in Civil Appeal No. 2004/2008 rendered by his 
Lordship S.B. Sinha dated 14-3*2008 cannot be found 
applicable to the facts of this case because therein the 
misconduct of the delinquent is attributable to carelessness 
whereas in this case it is not so. 

10. The above discussion leads to the conclusion 
iftat the petitioner is guilty of the proved charges held in 
ait enquiry validly conducted and therefore the enquiry' 
a*d the finding are fair and proper and are to be allowed to 
rqmain intact. The punishment also cannot be said to be 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct. The 
same is also only to be upheld and it is so ordered. The 
petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

11. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
djay the 21 st January, 2011) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: 

f*or the 1st Party/Petitioner : None 

If or the 2nd Party/Management : None 

Documents Marked: 

On the Petitioner’s side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex. W1 

14-8-2004 

Order of Suspension 

Ex.W2 

24-8-2004 

Show Cause Notice 

Ex.W3 

14-9-2004 

Reply to Show Cause Notice 

£x.W4 

7-1-2005 

Charge Sheet 

px.W5 

15-2-2005 

Reply to Charge Sheet 

Ex.W6 

17-1-2006 

Petitioner written submission 

tx.W7 

2-2-2006 

Letter enclosed with enquiry 
report. 

Ex. W8 

9-2-2006 

Petitioner commence on the 
enquiry report 

lEx. W9 

17-4-2006 

Second Show Cause Notice 

Ex.W10 

27-4-2006 

Reply to Second Show Cause 
Notice 

Ex. W11 

30-6-2006 

Order of the Disciplinary 
Authority 

Ex.W12 

16-8-2006 . 

Appeal filed by the petitioner 

Ex.W13 

11-12-2006 

Order of the Appellate 
Authority 

Ex. W14 

18-1-2007 

Memorial filed by the 
petitioner 

: Ex.W15 

5-6-2007 

Order passed on memorial 

Ex. W16 

— 

Enquiry Proceedings 


Ex W17_ * Documents marked in the 

(series) enquiry 

On the Management’s side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ex. Ml 12-12-2005 Disciplinary proceedings 

brief report and findings 

ftrvil, 28 H)<<=<<!, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 
S.O. 835— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ot 1947), (Ref. No. 36/ 
2010) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Rare Earths Ltd. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-29011/11/2010-IR(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 

CHENNAI 

Monday, the 21 st February, 2011 
Present: 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 36/2010 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Indian Rare Earths Ltd. and their 
Workman] 

BETWEEN 

Kanyakumari District 1st Party/Petitioner 

Mineral Workers & 

Staff Union 
Near IRE Ltd., 

Manavalakurichi 

Kanyakumari 

And 


•> . . .u >. «.’-n »■** i mipum wi** ^- • ->«* .» 


"tmpin i ■‘* t i >• i.ti- n M 
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The Head 

Indian Rare Earths Ltd., 

Manavalakurichi 
Kanyakumari-629252 

APPEARANCES: 

For the 1st Party/: Ex-parte 

Petitioner 

For the 2nd Party/ M/s Ramashubramanian & 

Management Associates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-29011/11/2010-IR(M) dated 30-9-2010 
referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 

for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Rare Earths Ltd., Manavalakurichi in changing the 
effective date of promotion of Sri J. Francis from 
1 -1 -2000 to 2-7-2001 due to the revised settlement is 
just and legal ? What relief the workman concerned 
is entitled to?” 

2. After the receipt of the Industrial Dispute, this 
1 ribunal has numbered it as ID 36/2010 and issued notices 
to both sides. The 1st Party though served with notice 
with acknowledgement due in spite of a second notice did 
not appear. Second Party entered appearance through his 
counsel. In spite of several notices issued petitioner has 
not turned up and at last he was called absent and set ex- 
parte. Respondent/2nd Party filed statement of objections. 

3. Points for consideration are 

(i) Whether change of the effective date of 
promotion of Sri J. Francis from 1-1-2000 to 
2-7-2001 is just and illegal? 

(ii) To what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled? 

Points (i) & (ii) 

4. Petitioner being absent and set ex-parte no 
evidence is forthcoming to substantiate his claim. No Claim 
Statement also has been filed on behalf of the petitioner. 

5. The case of the Respondent raised in the 
statement of objection is that under recruitment/promotion 
policy w.e.f. 1-7-1999 under Section-12(3) settlement 
petitioner stood promoted as Tradesman (E) Operator-cum- 
Mechanic w.e.f. l-l -2000. Under a revised settlement dated 
21 -2-2001 by way of rectification of anamolies arising out 
of fixation of effective date of implementation of revised 
settlement the said effective date was changed to 2-7- 
2001. Once the date of implementation to 2-7-2001 
automatically the same has to be given effect to by revising 
those promotions even earlier considering earlier date of 
settlement which was on 1-7-1999. It is an automatic 


process to suitably amend the order to give effect to the 
revised effective date. Hence the Petitioner Union cannot 
raise any grievance out of the same without transgression 
of 12(3) settlement. There is no need for any concern for 
the petitioner that any amount would be recovered from 
the salary of the petitioner due to the change in the 
promotion date since decision has been taken by the 
Management with the approval of the Head Office that 
any change in the date of promotion consequent upon 
revised effective date of implementation of said policy no 
amount is to be recovered, which is true in respect of the 
petitioner as found in verification. 

6. The materials placed on behalf of the Respondent 
not being traversed would safely be relied upon as the 
true state of affairs obtaining in relation to the referred 
question, possibly suggesting a valid inference that the 
petitioner is no longer prejudiced by way of the impugned 
action and that has been the reason for him not to pursue 
the dispute before this forum after his having been served 
with notices. Therefore, it follows that the action of the 
Management is just and legal. The petitioner is not entitled 
to any relief. 

7. The reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 21 st February, 2011) 

A. N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 28 2011 

^T.3TT. 836.— afalPl* 1947 (1947 

^1 14) W\ 17 ^ 33, fafa TR3TTT MSH'K fa 

^ 4' fife sfarfafT ftw 

afatfm* /m *14, ^ w (wf wn 

45/2003) H=hififKi ^K°bK 3>128-2-2011 

^ UTO 1T3TT «TT I 

fa. TTcf-30011/95/2002-31^ m 

fafi ffa, far arfirefa 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 836. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 45/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of Mahanagar Gas Ltd. and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 28-2-2011. 

- [No. L-3001 l/95/2002-IR(M)j 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


2nd Party/ 
Respondent 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, 

MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

K B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. CGIT-2/45 of2003 
EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF 

(1) MAHANAGARGAS LTD. 

(2) M/S. PARKING PLACEMENTS 

(1) The Managing Director 
Mahanagar Gas Ltd. 

Pay & Accounts Building 
Bandra Kurla Complex 
Bandra (E), Mumbai 400 051. 

(2) The Proprietor 
Parking Placements 

7/89, Old D.N. Nagar, Apna Bazaar 
Near Sitladevi Temple 
Andheri (W), Mumbai 400 014. 

AND 

THEIR WORKMEN. 

The General Secretary 
Petroleum Employees Union 
Tel Rasayan Bhavan 
Tilak Road, Dadar 
Mumbai 400014. 

APPEARANCES: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER No (1): Mr. GD.Talreja, 

Representative. 

No.(2): Mr. S.P.S. Bohra, 
Representative. 

FOR THE WORKMEN: Mr. J .H. Sawant, 

Advocate. 

Mumbai, dated the 2nd December 2010. 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment by its Order No.L-30011 /95/2002-[lR (M)], 
dated 29-8-2003 in exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred 
the following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the strike notice served by Petroleum 
Employees Union over permanency/continuation in 
job of some of the workmen working under the 
management of Mahanagar Gas Ltd., is justified ? If 
so, what relief the concerned workmen (list enclosed) 
are entitled ?” 

List of workmen 
Sr. No. Name 

1. Rajendra B. Jadhav 

2. Vinod B. Howal 

3. Mahendra K. Parab 

4. Pravin S. Kadam 


5. Santosh D. Nikam 

6. Ganesh V. Palande 

7. Ganesh D. Bagwe 

8. Ratnadeep R. Maladkar 

9. Sanjay D. Gosavi 

10. KamleshB. Dhuri 

11. GulamM. Shaikh 

12. VijayT.Belwekar 

13. Sharad S. Patil 

14. Rasik Dondekar 

15. Vijay T. Bandagale 

16. Sushant Pawar 

17. Satish V. Thale 

18. GokulM. Patil 

19. Sandesh S. Gahanekar 

20. Raiesh M. Bandekar 

21. Ashok S. Jadhav 

22 Hanmant D. Pawar 

23 De vendra D. N agarkar 

24. Sunil B. Pawar 

25. Suresh R. Mhaske 

26. Siyaram M. Tiwari 

27. Sandip More 

28. Suresh Bhogi 

29. RameshM. Jawle 

30. Sheeraj B. Tamboli 

31. Shreepad S. Datvi 

32. Mahesh Gaikwad 

33. Kailas M. Chikne 

34. Pradeep B. Manjre 

2. After receipt of this reference, notices were issued 
tc both the parties. Second party filed its statement ol 
claim at Ex-10. According to the second party union, Shri 
Rajendra Bhiku Jadhav & 34 other workmen as per the lisl 
given in the statement of claim are the workmen employed 
since the year 1995 by the management of Mahanagar Gas 
Ltd. for its permanent work in the capacity of Surve) 
Assistant, Technician, Driver, Labourer, Store Keeper & 
CAD Operator. They are in continuous employment o 
Mahanagar Gas Ltd. and they were shown as employee 
through the contractor M/s. Parking Placements. However 
the said contract was sham, bogus & mere camouflage t( 
deprive the workmen from the benefits of permanen 
workmen. Infact these workmen have worked for th< 
management and in the absence of contractor, thes* 
workmen have been paid wages directly. The managemen 
has terminated the services of these workmen from th 
respective dates shown in the chart in the statement o 
claim. Their services were terminated as they demandet 
permanency and benefits thereof. According to the unior 
services of these workmen were terminated by way o 
victimization and without following the principles of naturE 
justice and in contravention of provisions of Industrie 
Disputes Act. The workmen were working directly for th 
management and receiving wages through managemen 
They are entitled to be permanent and consequent^ 
benefits thereof. 
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3. As the first party denied their right of permanency 
and consequential benefits and terminated their services 
illegally, the union applied to Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (C) who tried for conciliation. As 
conciliation failed, ALC (C) made a report thereof to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour. The Ministry of 
Labour thus sent the aforesaid reference to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

4. First party No. i, i.e. Mahanagar Gas Ltd. resisted 
the claim vide its written statement Ex-21. They denied 
that Mahanagar Gas Ltd is employer of the workers. They 
denied that the second party are their workmen. M/s. 
Mahangar Gas Ltd. is not proper and necessary party. Shri 
Sant Prakash Singh Vohra, Proprietor of Parking Placements 
who is a contractor, is the employer of these workmen. 
There is no master-servant relation between Mahanagar 
Gas Ltd. and second party. Petroleum Employees Union 
have issued strike notice dt. 19-7-2000 over permanency/ 
continuation of some of the workmen concerned in the 
present reference. The said notice became redundant, 
infructuous as the union did not go on strike in response 
thereto. After the judgement of Supreme Court in Steel 
Authority of India, such a reference is untenable on behalf 
of contract labourers. The Petroleum Employees Union 
has also filed complaint of unfair labour practices 
demanding permanency which was opposed by the 
company. They denied all the contents in statement of 
claim and pray that the reference be rejected as workmen 
are not their employees. 

4. First party No.2 also resisted the claim vide its 
written statement- cum -reply at Ex-16. According to him, he 
is proprietor of first party No.2 and conducting business of 
placement service in the city of Mumbai. According to him, 
he entered into a contract with first party No.l for recruiting 
lew employees in various departments on temporaiy basis. 
The said contract was entered into and was renewed month 
to month depending upon'exigencies of work. He is not 
aware whether the employees have raised any demand in 
parity with the permanent employees of first party No. 1, 
According to him, second party has no prima facie case, 
therefore he prays that their claim be rejected. 

4. My learned Predecessor has framed the following 
issues for determination. 

Issues 

(i) Does second party proves that 
he was employed by first party 
and the employer-employee 
relationship exists between 
them? 

(ii) Is he entitled for regularization 
with first party? 

(ii) What order? 

Reasons 

Issues nos. 1 & 2 

5. This reference is pending since 2003. It was also 
kept for amicable settlement in Lokadalat. However no 


settlement could be arrived at. Therefore, it was kept for 
recording of evidence by way of affidavit. Number of 
adjournments were given to second party union to file 
affidavit of the concerned witnesses. However they failed 
to file their affidavit and also were not attending the Court, 
therefore, notice was issued to the concerned office bearer 
of second party. Inspite of service of notice, they remained 
absent. Therefore, I dispose of this reference. 

6. In the case at hand the fact is not disputed that 
there was contractor through which the workmen were 
recruited. According to second party, the said contract is 
sham, bogus and camouflage in order to deprive them 
from the benefits of permanency. The contractor is also 
party to this reference as the first party No.2. In his reply 
cum Written Statement Ex-16, he has contended that he 
has recruited these workmen on temporary basis for First 
party No. 1. Heavy burden was on the second party to 
show and prove that the said labour contract was sham 
and bogus. The second party was required to lead 
evidence to that effect. However, in the case at hand, none 
of the workmen or the office bearers of the union remained 
present and filed affidavit in support of their pleadings. It 
is well settled principle of Evidence Act that party who 
makes some affirmative averments has to prove the same 
such as fraud, sham and bogus etc. In this backdrop, I 
come to the conclusion that the second party failed to 
prove that the labour contract is sham and bogus as they 
have not lead any evidence. Therefore they are not entitled 
to claim permanency and also not entitled to get all the 
benefits thereof. Therefore I decide issues Nos. 1 & 2 in 
the negative. As a result, reference deserves to be rejected. 
Hence the order: 

ORDER 

Reference stands rejected. 

Date: 2-12-2010 

K. B. KATAKE, Presiding Officer 
28'9R5Rt, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 837.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), (Ref. No. 
9/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, 
Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 


Findings 

No 

No 

As per final 
order. 
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management of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-3001 l/29/2002-IR(M)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

No. 2/03 
Diary 

Date Exhibit No. Progress 
49/17-1-2011 

Petitioner/Party No. 1 The General Secretary, 

Petroleum Workers’Union 
(WZ), 

L.P.G Plant, Khapri, 

Nagpur 

Versus 

Respondent/ : The Sr. Regional Manager (R), 

Party No.2 Hindustan Petroleum Corp. Ltd., 

LPG Plant, Khapri, Nagpur 

AWARD 

(Dated: 17th January, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Hindustan Petroleum Corp. Ltd., LPG 
Plant and their workman, Shri D.M.Patil through union for 
adjudication, as per letter No.L-30011 /29/2002-IR(M) dated 
21-10-2002, with the following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Senior 
Regional Manager, Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd, 
LPG Plant, Khapri, Nagpur in alleged illegal curtailing the 
facility of Shri D. M. Patil, LPG Operator in regard to 
payment of Professional Tax w.e.f. Feb.,2000 without giving 
any reason & without giving proper opportunity to heir 
the concerned was legal, proper and justified? If not, what 
relief the said workman is entitled and from what date?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the workman, Shri 
D.M.Patil (hereinafter referred as “the workman”) and the 
management of Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd (in 
short “HPCL”)were noticed to file their respective 
statement of claim and written statement, in response to 
which, the workman through union filed his statement of 
claim, whereas the management filed their written 
statement. 

3. The case of thie Workman is that he was working 
in LPG Plant of HPCL at Khapri, Nagpur and he was 
appointed as a general workman by order dated 3-1-1990 
and he is a physically handicapped person and he is 
physically handicapped on his left leg since his birth and 
while working with the HPCL, he was promoted to General 
Workman Grade MO-1, then to General Workman Grade 


MO-3 and from Salary Grade MO-3 to Salary Grade MO-4 
w.e.f. 1.1.1998. As he is physically handicapped person, 
he was exempted from paying Professional Tax, in view of 
the provisions of Maharashtra State Tax on Profession, 
Trade, Calling & Employment Act, 1975, but surprisingly, 
all of a sudden, and without giving any notice to him, the 
management curtailed the said facility from the month of 
January, 2000 and started deducting professional tax and 
though he made representation about the same to the 
management, the management did not pay any heed to the 
same and as such, the matter was raised before the ALC 
and on failure of the conciliation, failure report was sent to 
the Central Government. The workman prayed for a 
direction to the management not to curtail the exemption 
facility of payment of professional tax and for refund of 
the amount of professional tax deducted from his salary 
w.e.f. February, 2000. 

4. The management in its written statement admitted 
about the appointment and the promotion of the workman. 
However, it is specifically pleaded that initially all physically 
handicapped employees of the Party No.2 were getting 
exemption from payment of professional tax, irrespective 
of percentage of their disability, but in July, 1998, it was 
notice by them that such exemption to all the physically 
handicapped employees was not in conformity with the 
Maharashtra Professional Tax Act, 1975, so, all the 
physically handicapped employees, who were availing the 
benefits of exemption were advised to submit die certificate 
issued by the Medical Authority in respect of their 
disability for review and continuation of the said exemption 
and it was found from the medical certificate, submitted 
by the workman that his physical disability is only 40% 
and according to Section 27 of the Maharashtra 
Professional Tax Act, exemption of payment of professional 
tax is to be granted only to such physically handicapped 
employees, whose permanent physical disability is more 
than 50% in one limb and as the workman was found to be 
physically disabled to the extent of 40%, he was found 
not eligible to get the exemption from payment of 
professional tax and as such, there was deduction of 
professional tax from February, 2000 from his pay and 
assuch the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

5. It is found from the record that from 23-8-2004 and 
thereafter the workman did not appear in the case to context 
the same. Subsequently, the management also did not attend 
the Tribunal so the case was closed and posted for award. 

Perused the documents filed by the management 
from the copy of the medical certificate submitted by the 
workman; it is found that the nature of his disability is 
40%. I^iS also found from section 27(A) ofthe Maharashtra 
Statfe^Tax on Profession, Trade, Calling & Employment 
Act, 1975 read that rule 32 of the Maharashtra’ State 
Professional Tax Rule that for getting exemption from 
paying professional tax, it is necessary that the person 
should have permanent physical disability of more than 
50% in one limb, or permanent physical disability of more 
than 60%, in two or more limbs. As the workman is disabled 
of 40% only in one limb, he is not entitled for exemption 
from paying professional tax. Hence, it is ordered: 
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ORDER 

The action of the management of Senior Regional 
Manager, Hindustan Petroleum Corporation Ltd, LPG 
Plant, Khapri, Nagpur in curtailing the facility of Shri 
D.M.Patil, LPG Operator in regard to payment of 
Professional Tax w.e.f. Feb., 2000 is legal, proper & justified. 
The workman is not entitled for any relief. 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

^%#,28 Wft,2011 

WT.3TT. 838.—afaitfefes StfafeT, 1947 (1947 
i4) ^ wj 17 ^ fe* 

$ tok fesratf sir 
■••fTfsFRf =& #3, 3 fife R 

sfl&lfe SffiRRWSR ^ fccrft ^ 

wn 41/2009) ^ TRRfe TRcft 

371 28-02-2011 ^ 3ITRT «TTI 

[R. TJ^T-42012/39/2009-3fT$ 3IR (^t ] 

■ajfRfelt, 3TRT Rf^T 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 838.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 41/2009) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
rhe management of Delhi Development Authority and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-02-2011. 

[No. L-42012/39/2009-lR (DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

EfORE DR. RK. YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL No. 1, KARKARDOOMA COURTS 
COMPLEX, DELHI 

I.D. No. 41/2009 

Shi i Sukhdev Singh S/o Shri Prehlad Singh, 

C/o Shri Aditya Aggarwal, 478-479, Western Wing, 
Lawyer’s Chambers, Tis Hazari Courts, Delhi. 

...Workman 

Versus 

he Superintending Engineer, 

Delhi Development Authority, 

E vil Circle, E-11/DDA South Western Divn. No.7, 

M)A Sector-5, Dwarka, New Delhi. 

....Management 


AWARD 

A mate joined on muster roll with the office of 
Executive Engineer Housing Division No. 8, D.D.A. on 
26-8-81. He was converted as work charge mate on 6-3-84. 
Thereafter he became irregular in attending to his official 
duties. On various intervals he remained absent 
unauthorized^. On 1st of September, 2004 he absented 
himself G n his duties without any intimation to his 
author it iv. Various letters were sent calling upon him to 
report tor duties. When desired result was not achieved, 
he was called upon to join his duties by way of publication 
in newspapers, but to no avail. His employer terminated 
his services on 25-7-2006. Order dated 25-7-2006, 
terminating his services, was served upon him. 

2. He came out of slumbers, when termination order 
was received. He submitted an application, seeking 
reinstatement in services. Demand notice was sent by him, 
but it was declined. He raised a dispute before the 
Conciliation Officer seeking his reinstatement in service. 
Since conciliation proceedings failed, appropriate 
Government referred the dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication, vide order No. L-42012/39/2009-IR(DU), New 
Delhi, dated 30-9-2009, with following terms: 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Superintending Engineer, Delhi Development 
Authority, in terminating the services of Shri Sukh 
Dev Singh w.e.f. 25-7-2006 is legal and justified? If 
not, what relief the workman is entitled to?" 

3. Claim statement was filed by Shri Sukhdev Singh 
pleading therein that he joined services with D.D.A. on 
26-8-8 i as muster roll mate. On 6-3-84 he was promoted as 
work charge employee. Since he was having unblemished 
record of his services, he was promoted to a regular post in 
J990. He served his superiors efficiently and with 
dedication. He projects that he fell seriously ill on 1 -9-2004. 
He submitted a leave application from 1-9-2004 to 
16-10-2004, which was duly sanctioned. Letters dated 
6- i C-04 and 20-13-2004 wer e sent to him by registered post. 
In pursunace of those letter he sent his son to the 
management, foi passing over information to the effect 
that he was serioi sly ill. He also sent information about his 
illness to the management by way of telephonic message. 
Medical certificates were also sent by him. He could recover 
from his illness or 7-8-2006. He wrote letter dated 8-8-2006 
informing the management that he had applied for leave 
which was sanctioned also. He reported for his duties on 
next day and came to know about temjnation of his services. 

4. The claimant presents that his services were 
terminated, without giving him any reasonable opportunity 
to explain facts. He served the management for more than 
240 days and no notice or pay in lieu thereof, besides 
retrenchment compensation was offered. Termination of 
his services are a iso in violation of the provisions of section 
25-G and 25-H of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (in short 
the Act). Demand notice was sent to the management on 
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122-3-2008. Reply, submitted to his demand notice, is vague 
jand baseless. His dismissal amounts to an illegal, arbitrary 
land unjustified act. Hecfaims that he may be reinstated in 
Iservice with foil back wages and all consequential benefits. 

5. His claim was resisted by the management pleading 
jthat the claimant remained absent in unauthorized "^, Iin e r 
jfor a considerable long period. Various liters and memos 
jwere sent to him, besideapttWvcauon in newspaper calling 
jupon him4»j(ttfl'1frs duties.Since he opted not to join his 
;duties, his services were rightly dismissed on 25-7-2006, 
(after giving him ample opportunity to join his duties. He 
I was a habitual absentee, whose record of absence from 
! 1987 till 2006, which presents a horrid picture. 

6. Management does not dispute that Shri Sukhdev 
I Singh joined as a mate on muster roll w.e.f 26-8-81. It had 
j been projected that he was converted as work charge mate 
on 6-3-84. However, it has been denied that he was 
appointed against a regular post in 1990. He absented 
| himself from hisduties w.e.f. 1-9-2008 till 25-7*'2006. It has 
j been denied that he informed the management that he was 
: suffering from serious ailment. It has further been disputed 
ithat he sent information through his son. It has been 
; claimed, that various letters and memos were written calling 
i upon him to join his duties. When notice publised in Hindi 
i as well as Engljsh newspapers, calling upon him to join his 
| duties, was not responded the management was left with 
j no option but to terminate his services on 25-7-2006. It has 

j been claimed that there was violation of the provisions of 
I section 25-F or sections 25-G and 25-H of the Act No charge 
j sheet or enquiry was expedient in the matter. Termination 
| of his services was in consonance with rules. His claim is 
j liable to be dismissed. 

7. Out of pleadings of the parties, following issues 
| were settled:- 

1 Whether the workman was on leave w.e.f. 1 -9-2004 
to 25-2-2006 on medical grounds? 

2. Whether the management was justified in 
terminating services of the workman on the ground 
of his long absence? 

3. As in terms of reference? 

4. Relief 

8. Claimant tendered his affidavit Ex. WW1/A as 
evidence, in support of his claim. He was cross-examined 
at length on behalf of the management. Shri l.J. Gupta, 
Executive Engineer, tendered his affidavit Ex. MW 1 / A as 
| evidence for the management, besides certain documents. 

| He was cross examined at length on behalf of the claimant. 
No other witness was examined by either of the parties. 

9. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri Aditya 
Aggarwal, authorised representative, advanced arguments 
op behalf of the claimant. Shri Ashish Sharma, authorised 
representative, advanced arguments on behalf of the 
management I have given my careful consideration to the 


arguments advanced at the bar and i jiHjjjinW 1 ^the 
record. My findings on issujjs>^ved in the controversy 
are as follows: 


10. Sukhdev Singh swears in his affidavit Ex. WW1 /A 
that he was suffering from serious illness w.e.f. 1-9-2004 
and moved an application for medical leave till 16-10-2004. 
He admits that memorandum dated 6-10-2004 and 20-10- 
2004, sent by the management, were ffeceived by him. He 
sent his son to ittfbfffl fills superiors (hat he was seriously 
ilk He ihfbhfied the ihahagetfieni telephonically too about 
his illness. He sent medical certificate irt respect of his 
ilhiesS. DuHng the course of his cross-examination, he 
projects that Ex. WW1/M1 is the copy of the leave 
application, which was moved by him. He explains that the 
said application was submitted by him on 17th of October, 
2t$4. He concedes that no other leave application was 
moved by him. It is thus obvious that the claimant did not 
move any application for leave fttt the period from 
17-10-2004 till 25-?-2tJ&6 It is not his case that his leave 
application Ex. WW 1/Ml was granted by the management. 
When application Ex. WW 1/M 1 is perused, it came to light 
that ailment, from which the claimant was suffering, was 
not mentioned therein. The application does not contain a 
recital to the effect that it was supported by a medical 
certificate. As presented by the claimant, Ex. WWi/Ml 
was submitted by him on 17th of October, 2004. He nowhere 
explains that this application was submitted by him 
personally or through post or a messenger. In case the 
application was sent through post or a messenger, the 
claimant ought to have explained as to why he seeks leave 
up to 16-10-2004, when he opted not to report for his duty 
on 17-10-2004. For want of facts, relating to ailment, medical 
certificate and fitness certificate, application, Ex. WW1/ 
Ml nowhere espouse a case to the effect that the claimant 
fell ill and thereafter he submitted the leave application. 

1!. Claimant admits that memo dated 6-10-2004 and 
other dated 20-12-2004 were received by Him. When memo 

dated 6-10-2004, which was inadvertently exhibited as 
Ex. WW 1/M I, was perused it crept over the record that the 
claimant was called upon to join his duties at the earliest, 
sir.ee he was absconding w.e.f. 1 -9-2004. He was reminded 
that his absence from duty may invite an action against 
him. When this memo was served upon the claimant, it was 
incumbent upon him to offier ar, explanation for his absence. 
Claimant has not offered any explanation in respect of his 
absence, which fact make it clear that story of ailment was 
subsequently concocted. When Ex. WW1/M1 was 
submitted on 17-10-2004, the claimant ought to, have 
explained therein that he could not join his duties in response 
to memo dated 6-10-2004, on account of his ailment. Absence 
of such an explanation speak volumes about the da'd of Ex. 
WW1/M1 and highlight that it was moved by /ini at a 
subsequent stage, much later than that date. / 


Issue v 
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12. Memo dated 20-10-2004, proved as Ex. WW1/ 
M2, was admittedly .served upon the claimant. On the 
strenght of this memo he was reminded that in spite of 
service of latter dated 6-10-2004, he was absent from his 
duties, without any permission or sanction of cases. He 
was called upon to join his duties, failing which an action 
was inevitable against him. It is not the case of the claimant 
that the responded to that memo and joined his duties. He 
had made even a whisper of facts that in response to that 
memo he had sent a written reply, supported by medical 
certificate. He projects that he had sent his son to the 
management when these memos were received by him. No 
evidence has been produced by him to substantiate those 
facts. He has not bothered to bring his son in the witness 
box to prove that when aforsaid memos were received, he 
was sent to the office of the management alonwith an 
explanation supported by medical certificate. He had not 
deposed to this effect that when memo dated 20-12-2004 
was served, he sent an application for leave. Therefore, 
theory of being on leave,on account of ailment, does not 
move ahead. 

13. Shri I.J. Gupta projects that memo dafjd 8-8-2005, 
which is Ex. WW1/M3, was sent to the claimant by 
registered post. On that proposition the claimant concedes 
that the said memo bears his correct residential address. 
Memo dated 15th of October, 2005, wap filso sent by 
registered post vyhich has been proved as Ex. WW1/M4. 
Claimant admits that this memo also bears his correct 
residential address. However, he disputes that these 
memoss were received by him. Except his bald assertion, 
no evidence was produced by him to rebut deposition of 
Shri Gupta that these memos were served upon the claimant. 
It is not case of the claimant that he -was not residing at 
village Gochhi, District Jhajjar, Haryria, his native village, 
in those days. When a letter is postea lit correct residential 
address of the addressee, every preemption lies in favour 
of the fact that it was delivered the addressee by the 
postal aujhorities. Claimant has nbt been able to rebut that 
presunjdon. Therefore, it is clefr that these memos were 
served upon the claimant and he opted neither to send an 
explanation nor to join his dut^s. Memo dated 31-1-2006, 
which has been proved as E/i. WW1/M5 was sent at the 
residential address of the cfrimant through a messenger. It 
was received by Preet Singh, son of the claimant on 
V 2-2006. Photo copy ofPipon Book has been proved as Ex. 
MW1/W7, to prove that it was received by the son of the 
claimant. The claimant nowhere disputes that the said memo 
was received by his s b\\. On the strength of memo Ex. 
WW1/M5, claimant was informed that letters dated 
6-10-04,20-12-04 and 8-8-05 were written to him and he was 
called upon to joirji his duties. Contents of Ex. WW1/M5 
also details that vide letter dated 15-10-05 he was warned 
that in case he wbuld not join his duties within a period of 
15 days then an action would be initiated. He was called 
upon to join his duties at the earliest. Despite service of 
this memo through his son, the claimant had not joined his 
duties. He had not sent any application to the management 
supported by a medical certificate about his ailment, which 
prevented him to join his duties. 


14. Noties was published in Jansatta issue dated 
17-5-2006, Indian Express issue dated 17-5-2006 and 
Financial Express issue dated 17-5-2006, calling upon the 
claimant to join his duties within a period of 30 days. 
Notices published in the aforsaid newspapers have been 
proved as Ex. MW1/2, Ex MW1/3 and Ex. MW1/4 
respectively. Out of notice, published in newspaper, 
substituted service has been proved on the claimant to 
the effect that his emplyer gave an opportunity to join his 
duties. Despite the opportunity the claimant opted not to 
send any explonation or to join his duties. Had he been ill, 
he might have sent application supported by medical 
certificate to his employer There is a complete vacuum of 
evidence to the effect that the claimant was seriously ill, 
during the period when the aforsaid notices and memos 
were served upon him. When publication was published in 
the aforsaid newspapers, it could not evoke any response 
from the claimant either to join his duties or to send leave 
application supported by a medical certificate. Therefore, 
it is crystal clear that the claimant has not been able to 
establish that he was on leave w.e.f. 1 -9-4 till 15-7-06. 

15. Photo copy of medical certificates, purported to 
have been issued by Singhal Clinic and Day Care Centre, 
located at 1399 and 1466 Najafgaih, New Delhi, are placed 
over the record. The claimant opted not to speak even a 
single word about those medical certificates. He had not 
cared to prove those certificate as substantive evidence of 
the fact that he was lying ill. When these certificates were 
perused, a few of the medical certificates project that 
claimant was suffering from depressive pyschosis, a few 
show that he was suffering from entric fever and others 
show that he was suffering from fever with bronchitis. 
Though these medical certificates are not proved by the 
claimant, yet they do not go to espouse his case. As per 
these medical certificates claimant got treatment at the 
aforsaid clinic,which was located atNajafgarh, New Delhi, 
Surprisingly the claimant could come to Najafgarh, New 
Delhi, which was at a distance of about 60 kms. from his 
residence, but he opted not to inform his employer about 
his ailment. Even otherwise not even a single certificate 
was placed over the record, showing fitness of the claimant 
to resume his duties. Can it be presumed that after one 
ailment the other ailment made the claimant down in a 
successive order. It is apparent that these certificates were 
obtained by the claimant to fabricate a story of his ailment. 
A better sense prevailed upon him and he opted not to 
prove these certificates. Hence these certificates are also 
not going to show a case of ailment, to espouse facts in his 
favour. 

16. Since claimant has not been able to show that he 
was ill and got leave sanctioned in his favour from the 
management for the period from 1 -9-2004 till 25-7-2006, it 
etinerges over the record that he failed to discharge onus 
resting on him. Consequently, it is corUfiudod that the 
claimant was not on leave from 1 -9-2004 fill 2^7-2006, on 
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medical grounds. Issue is, therefore, answered in favour of 
the management and against the claimant. 

Issue No. 2 & 3 

17. Shri I.J. Gupta presents in his affidavit Ex. MW 1 /A 
that the claimant was absent from his duties for the period 
1 -9-2004 to 25-7-2004 and viarious letters and memos were 
sent to him. Despite service of letters and memos, claimant 
opted not to join his dutes. A notice was published on 
17-5-2006 in Jansatta, Indian Express and Financial Express. 
Despite publication of the said notice, the claimant opted 
not to join his duties. Under these circumstances the 
management terminated his services w.e.f. 25-7-06, on the 
ground of his unauthorized absence from 1-9-2004 till the 
date of the order.Though order dated 25-7-06 speaks of his 
dismissed from service, yet it has been stipulated therein 
that he was given opportunity to join his service vide letters 
dated 6-10-04,20-12-04,8-8-05,15-10-05 and 31 -1 -06 and was 
no more interested to continue in service. Thus pith and 
substance of the order is that the claimant is absent from his 
service from last more than 22 months, in an unauthorized 
manner and is no more interested to continue in service. 

18. A contract of service comes to an end where the 
workman abandons his job. But “abandonment of service” 
has not been defined by the Act. Etymologically, the word 
“abandonment” has been explained to mean “to leave 
completely and finally”, for sake utterly, to relinquish, to 
renounce, to give up all concern in something, 
relinquishment of an interest or claim. Abandonment when 
used in relation to an office means “voluntary 
relinquishment Abandonment must be total and under the 
circumstances which clearly indicate an absolute 
relinquishment. Abandonment or relinquishment of service 
is always a question of intention, and normally, such an 
intention cannot be attributed to an employee, without 
adequate evidence in that behalf. However, his intention 
may be inferred from his acts and conduct. Temporary 
absence is not ordinarily sufficient to constitute 
abandonment of service. However, lenght of absence and 
other surrounding circumstances may give an inference to 
the effect that an employee has abandoned his service. 

19. As projected above, the claimant stopped 
attending to his duties w.e.f. 1 st of September, 2004. Various 
letters/memos were sent to him. Despite receipt of those 
memos/letters, he opted not to report for his duties. No 
explanation was tendered by the claimant about his absence 
at any point of time. He did not come out of slumbers, 
when a notice was sent at his residential address through 
a messenger, "he said notice was served upon his son, 
who reside;: . .th him. It constitutes proper service on the 
claimant. Even thereafter he had not reported for his duties. 
A notice was published in Jansatha, Indian Express and 
Financial Express on 17-5-06, calling upon him to report for 
his duties. Thus unauthorized absence of the claimant for 
a fairly long period not only gave a motive to the 
management but foundation for passing order dated 25-7- 
2006. Contents of letter dated 25-7-06 nowhere projects it 
to be of punitative in nature. Though it speaks that the 


service of the claimant were dismissed, yet it lays emphasis 
on the facts that the claimant was absent from his duties 
for last more than 22 months, in an unauthorised manner 
and was not more interest to continue in service. Therefore, 
operative portion of the order relating to dismissal of the 
claimant from service is a mere misnomer. In fact the 
management projected that he had abandoned his service 
and was not at all interested to join his duties. Absence 
from duty for fairly long period in an authorised manner 
brought it over the record that the claimant was not 
interested to perform his obligations, parved out of the 
contract of service. Contract of service requires an 
employee to perform his duties. Absence from the work 
place for more than 22 months makes it clear that the 
claimant was not willing to perform his duties and he finally 
decided to abandon his job completely. Therefore, the 
management passed an order in that regard, for which the 
claimant gave a right to the management to terminate his 
services on the ground that he was not ready to perfom his 
contractual obligations. Hence the order impugned is found 
to be legal and justified. Issues are therefore answered in 
favour of the management and against the claimant. 

Relief 

20. In view of the findings on the above issues, it is 
evident that the claimant is not entitled to any relief. His 
claim statement is liable to be discarded, being devoid of 
merits. His claim statement is discarded and an award is 
accordingly, passed. It be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

Dr. R.K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated: 29-7-2010 

^ 28 2011 

W.37T. 839.—194 7 (194 7 
14) ^ urn 17 ^ 

3rfa5Rgi^.-i (*M 107/99) 

28-2-2011 

1T31T m 

[U -^*-40012/87/98-3^ m ( ^)3 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 839.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 107/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal -cum -Labour 
Court No. 1, Chandigarh as shown in the Annaxufe in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Teieeprp pistrict Manager and their 
workman, which was received by the€«tf?#| Government 
on 28-2-2011. 

[No, L-40012/87/98-IR (DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIGYANENDRA KUMAR SHARMA 
PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT-1, 
CHANDIGARH 

Case No. 107/99 

Shri Partap Singh son of Shri Puran Chand Village Bamana 
PO Banthal, Teh. Karsog, District Mandi, (HP). 175001 

....Applicant 

Versus 

The Telecom District Manager, Telecom Mandi (HP) 

.....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 
For the workman : None 

For the management: Shri Baldey Singh and Senjiv Sharma 

AWARD 

Passed on 17-2-11 

Central Govt, vide letter No.L- 40012/87/9IMR (DU) 
dated 16th of April, 1999 has referred the following dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the action of the Telecom District 
Manager, Mandi (HP) in terminating the services of 
Shri Partap Singh son of Shri Puran Chand is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entjtied?” 

This reference/industrial dispute is of the evidence 
case the workman has challenged his termination on two 
folds. Firstly, that he has completed 240 days of work and 
his services were terminated without one month notice or 
one month wages in lieu of notice and without payment of 
retrenchment compensaion and secondly, fresh persons 
were recruited/engaged after the termination of his service 
without affording him the opportunity to work. 

In nut shell, it is the case of the workman that he has 
worked with the telecom department w.e.f. 14-10-1995 to 
31-8-1996. This period of work has been admitted by the 
management in the written statement stating that workman 
was engaged as casual labour intermittently and he has 
not completed 240 days of work in the preceding year to 
the date of his termination. 

Both of the parties were afforded the opportunity of 
evidence, Workman filed his affidavit just in the light of his 
statement of claim and He was cross-examined on 
6-12-2001, it is the settled Jaw of service jurisprudence 
that workman has to prove that he has completed2404ays 
of work in the preceding year from the date of his termination 
At least he has to discharge the primary obligation to prove 
ih No document relating to his rendering service with the 
management has been filed by the workman. Even the 


workman has filed to move an application for summoning 
record relating to his service which is lying in the custody 
of the management. The workman has failed to mention in 
his affidavit the names and address of the persons engaged 
after his termination. Accordingly, I have termed this case 
as of no'evidence whereas proper opportunity of being 
heard was given to both of the parties. 

Thus, I am of the view that workman has failed to 
prove through any cogent evidence that he has worked for 
more than 240 days in the preceding year from the date of 
his termination, hence not entitled to any relief. The 
reference is answered accordingly Central Government be 
informed File be consigned. 

Chandigarh 

G FC. SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

28 1 R^ft, 2011 

^»T.3TT. 840.—3iW|fi<3b atfuffruu, 1947 (1947 

14) 17 ^ fr*, 

W* ^ ^ frPTfapFf sffr 3^ **k>KT 

fr frfe aflylPicb akrrfw 

3TfV <»><u|/ 3W m^ frw (*f^uf ^n§qr 

w)-l26/2004 ) ^ t, # 

WFK ^ 28-02-2011 ^ 3IW f3TT SITI 

[tf. T^T-40011/1 l/2004-3n^ (^)] 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O, 840, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
NGP/126/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of BSNL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 28-02-2011. 

[No. L-40011/1 l/2004-IR(DU)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE $HRI J, P. CHAND PRESSING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM- LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/126/2004 Date: 22-02-2011 


Party No.I 

The Telecom District Manager 
BSNL, Civil Lines, 

Wardha (M.S.}-442001 


Versus 

Party No.2 

The District Secretary, 

BSNL Mazdoor Sangh, Wardha 


AWARD 


(Dated: 22nd February, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
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Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the BSNL, Civil Lines and their workman, 
Shri A.B. Rhode (“the workman” in short) for adjudication 
as per letter No. L-40011/11/2004-IR(DU) dated 08-11-2004, 
with the following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the Divisional Engineer 
Admn.) B.S.N.L. Wardha in awarding punishment of 
stoppage of one increment falling due on 1-1-2002 
without cumulative effect to the workman Shri A.B. 
Rhode, Sr. Tele. Operating Asstt. (Phones) vide order 
dated 01-10-2001 isjustified and legal? If not, to what 
relief the said workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
file their respective statement of claim and written statement, 
in accordance with which, Shri A.B. Rhode, the workman 
(“the workman” in short) filed his statement of claim and 
the management of B.S. N.L. (Party No, 1 in short) filed 
their written statement. 

3. The case of the workman as projected in the 

statement of claim is that he was initially appointed as a 
Lineman with Party No. I on 29-6-1972 and by dint of his 
efficiency in performing his duty, he was prompted as 
Telephone Operator w.e.f. 4-1-1978 and jq t(ie year 2000, he 
was designated as Sr. Telephone Operating Assistant and 
since 1994, he was working at Wardha and his service record 
is clean and unblemished and the dispute in the instant 
matter arose in respect of an alleged incidence d ; a(ed 20-6- 
2001, for which, he was served with a show cause uotipe 
on 22-6-2001, with the allegation that thpugh there is a 
toilet in the office premises, he was seen urinating in the 
open space at about 21.00 hrs. on 20-6-2001 and the said 
incidence was witnessed by the District Telecom Manager 
himself and in his show cause dated 25-6-2() ( 0,|, fog 
completely denied the allegations, but he was issued with 
a charge sheet containing tHe above allegation and stating 
that the same amounted to misconduct under Rule- 3(i) (iii) 
of CCA (Conduct) Rules, 1964 and he replied to the said 
charge sheet on 14-9-2001, denying the charge ^ hi 
had denied the charge completely, fete should be a 
disciplinary proceeding to enquire into the alleged 
misconduct and such misconduct should not have been 
treated tp have been proved without such enquiry, but 
without affording any opportunity of hearing and ty. gmg 
a bypass to the provisions qfmtfrqa| justice, the Party 
No. 1 imposed the penalty of stoppage of one increment for 
a period of one year vide order dated 1-10-2001 and the 
District Telecom Manager himself was the con^laiMTlt in 
respect of the alleged incident afifj hp hWself issued the 
show cause qotice apd pharge sheet pud Without irt 1 ***^ 

any qpppMhy teffillft to hiiii, un***^'^ jjunishmen ^ 

U»SO* - _ ,.!o- 200 1 passed against him 
aroitrary and is liable to be quashed and set aside 
and though he preferred a departmental appeal to the 


Appellate Authority against such order, his appeal was 
dismissed on 20-1-2003 and the Appellate Authority himself 
was the complainant in the instant matter and as such, he 
had no right and authority £ dacjdt the matter the workman 
has prayed to find set aside the impugned order 
dated i-1Q-30O1 and 20-1-2003 and to grant consequential 
reliefs. 


4. Th§ Party No. 1 in its written statement had 
admitted about the working of the workman with it from 
29-6-1993 and not from 29-6-1992 as claimed by the workman 
in the statement of claim and about his promotion, re- 
designation and working at Wardha and issued of the show 
cause on 22-6-2001, submission of reply by the workman 
dp(\y\Ug the allegations, submission of the charge sheet 
and submission of reply by the workman to such charge 
sheet. However, the specific pleading of the Party No. 1 is 
that the workman was found urinating in open space in 
qffice compound at 2 LOG hrs, on 20-6-2001, in spite of 
^vailaWity of (qilet facility in the office compound of Telecom 
Exchange, Wardha and the incident was seen by TDM, 
Wardha and the incident took place in fac pwenee of the 
Security Guard and thSf§f6f$, the memo dated 22-6-2001 
was against the workman and as the reply of the 
workman was found not to be satisfactory,charge sheet 
under Rule 16 of CCS (Conduct) Rules, 1965 was issued 
against him by D.E. (A),Wardha and the workman denied 
the charge levelled againsf him m his reply but as such 
reply was fqun^ m\ satisfactory and was submitted after 
(he expiry of the ten days time limit as prescribed, the D.E. 
(Admn ), Wardha rightly awarded the punishment for 
stoppage of one increment for one year and before the 
issuance of punishment order, sufficient opportunity was 
given to the workman for hearing and to submit his reply 
and the order dated 1 -10*2001 passed against the workman 
legal, as the charges leveled against him were proved by 
the witnesses and in this case, the statement of the Security 
Guard was recorded and the incident was witnessesd by 
the TDM himself ^nd the workman had admitted his guilt 
duripg the conversation and the misconduct of the 
Workman was a clear violation of Rule 3(i)(iii) of CCS 
(Conduct) Rules, 1965 (“the Rules” in short.) disciplinary 
action was taken against him updw rule 16 of the Rules 
and it is only npegsaafy far the Disciplinary Authority to 
conduct departmental enquiry in case of action taken under 
rule 14 of the Rules and as such, no enquiry was conducted 
by the D.E. (A), Wardha and in view of the charges proved 
beyoned doubt against the workman, tjte imposition of the 
punishment \& justified and the workman is not 

emitted far any relint ^ 

• ' 7„e parties were alllowed to lead evidence in 

support of their respective claims.The workman examined 

himself as a witness in support of his claim Though, the 
Party No. I filed the evidence of one Shri Radhesnyam M. 
Parmar on affidavit, the said -witness was not produce 
before the Tribunal for his cross-examination, so his 
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evidence was expunged by order (“no cross” order) dated 
24-9-2009. The workman has reiterated the facts mentioned 
by him in his statement of claim, in his evidence on affidavit. 

6. It is the admitted case of the parties that 
punishment of stoppage of one increment for one year 
without cumulative effect was imposed against the 
workman by the Party No. 1. As per Rule 11 of the Rules, 
such punishment was a minor punishment. According to 
Party No. 1, as minor penalty was imposd as per Rule 16 of 
the Rules, there was no need to conduct any departmental 
enquiry against the workman. However, Rule 16, sub-fule 
(b) of the Rules provides holding of an enquiry in the 
manner laid down in sub-rule (3) to (23) of Rule 14, $uch 
enquiry is only to be conducted when, the Disciplinary 
A uthority is of the opinion that such enquiry is necessary. 
In this case, after submission of the explanation by the 
workman to the notice to show cause dated 22-6-2001, the 
Party No. 1 issue a charge sheet against the workman and 
asked him to file his reply within ten days of receipt of the 
charge sheet. The Party No. 1 has also admitted in its written 
statement in Para ten about submission of the charge sheet 
stating that, “the charge sheet was issued to Party No. 2 
on 24-6-2001 and the reply was submitted by the Party No. 

2 on 14-9-2001, after the expiry often days” Rule 16 of the 
Rules does not provide the submission of charge sheet 
unless the Disciplinary Authority thinks it necessary to 
bold the departmental enquiry as provided under Rule 16, 
sub-rule (b) of the Rules. In this case, the procedure as 
provides by sub-rules 3 and 4 of Rule 14 of the Rules were 
already followed and from such facts, it can be safely 
concluded that the Disciplinary Authority had thought it 
necessary to conduct an enquiry but after submission of 
the charge sheet against the workman and Submission of 
his reply, no departmental enquiry was conducted against 
die workman, giving him chance to fend the charge leveled 
jg&inst him by following the principles of natural justice 
I on that ground only, the order of imposition of the 
mishment can be held to be illegal and not sustainable. 

7. However, it is to be mentioned here that in this 
ccording to Party No. 1, the District Telecom Manager 
! i *-elf found the workman urinating in an open place by 
•m**’ . w<e I RC building, in spite of having a toilet in 
viruses, on 20-6-2005 at 9.00 PM (21.00 hrs). However, 
mo y was made in the log book of the office by the 
V.rse* Mac ‘ger himself. According to the show cause 
'if. "py of the log book ftted by the Party No. 1, it is 
> * 2 U rhe !>.E. (Admit.) had made the entry- in the log 
,ti •!■■: "-bm'i ‘.he a'loged incident. It is not known as to how 
... 7 y made entry in the log book, as there in 
< .it rig on record to show that he was directed or authorized 
./ me Telephone District Manager himself to make such 
u: entry. On perusal of the entry in the log book, it is also 
found that nothing has been mentioned in the same about 
■he security guard seeing the workman passing urine in 
(lie open place or that the workman admitted his guilt during 
the conversation. It is also found from the xerox copy of 
the statement of the security guard that the same was 
recorded on 3-7-2001 . It is not known as to who recorded 
such statement and why it was recorded on 3-7-200 1 instea' 


of recording of the same, before issuance of the show cause 
notice. In the show cause notice also nothing has been 
mentioned about the security guard seeing the incident 
and about the workman admitting his guilt during 
conversation. It is found that the statement of the security 
guard, Shri Vinod Wandhare was recorded in absence of 
the workman and without any enquiry. No copy of such 
statement was given to the workman at the time of giving 
the show cause notice or submission of the charge sheet. 
Similarly, the extract of the entry made in the log book by 
the D.E. (Admn.) was not supplied to the workman. The 
statement of the Telephone District Manager was not 
recorded, Even a report in regard to the incident was also 
not obtained from the T.D.M. Such action of the Party 
No. 1 is in gross violation of the principles of natural justice. 
Hence, the action of the Party No. 1 in awarding the 
punishment of stoppage of one increment against the 
workman is not justified. Hence, it is ordered :— 

ORDER 

The action of the Divisional Engineer (Admn.), 
B.S.N.L., Wardha in awarding punishment of stoppage of 
one increment falling due on 1 -1 -2002 without cumulative 
effect to the workman, Shri A. B. Khode, Sr. Tele Operating 
Asstt. (Phones) vide order dated 1-10-2001 is not justified. 
The order of punishment dated 1-10-2001 is set aside. The 
workman is entitled to get the annual increment as usual. 
As it is reported that the workman has already retired from 
service, so the amount due towards the increment of one 
year be drawn and be paid to the workman within one 
month of the publication of the notification. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
^1^e#,28 Wft,2011 

^T.37T. 841.—STfafWT, 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ *IKI 17 ^ -4', TOJK A $ 

VFQ-Ot TET 3 ^ Wlcfi ^ 

^ w (tM wtt 47/2007) i, 

^#3 wm ^ 28-2-2011 ^ UF<rg3TT m 

[R T^-42011/113/2007-31^ 3TR )] 

_A_A _ 

cPRt, 37^1 *H-qq 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 841. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 47/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- cum -Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers ir relation to 
the management of M/s. ELSAMEX-TWS-SNJOV) and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No.L-42011/113/2007-lR(DU)] 

. JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
BHUBANESWAR 

Present: 

Shri J. Srivastava, 

Presiding Officer, C.GI.T.-cum-Labour 
Court, Bhubaneswar 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 47/2007 
Date of Passing Award—17th febniary, 2011 
Between: 

The Management of the Project Manager, 

M/s. ELSAMEX-TWS-SNCOV), 

Near D.P. Industries, At/Po. Bidu Bazar, 

Via. Bahanaga, Balasore, Onssa. 

Shri Sumant Pattnaik, Managing Director, 

M/s. Sai Security Service, 

At./PO. Bidu Bazar, Via Bahanag, Balasore. 

.... 1st Party-Managements 
AND 

Their workman Shri Manoranjan Barik, 

At./PO. Kuruda (Soro), Via. Anantpur, 

Balasore. 

....2nd Party-Workman 

APPEARANCES: 

None ... For the 1 st Party-Managements. 

None .... For the 2nd Party- Workman. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour 
has referred an industrial dispute raised by the 2nd Party- 
workman Shri Manoranjan Barik against the Project Manager 
M/s. ELSAMEX-TWS-SNC (JV), Balasore, Orissa and their 
contractor Shri Sumant Pattnaik, Managing Director, M/s. 
Sai Security Service, Bahanaga, Balasore vide their letter 
No. L-42011/113/2007-IR(DU) dated 30-11-2007 raising an 
issue as to whether the termination of service of Shri 
Manoranjan Barik recurited through M/s. Sai Security 
Services with effect from 30-12-2004 is legal and justified 
and if not, to what relief the workman is entitled to? 

2. The 2nd Party-workman has filed his statement of 
claim alleging that the contractor M/s. ELSAMEX-TWS- 
SNC(JV) at Bidu Bazar, Bahanaga, Dist. Balasore had 
engaged him as a security guard in the year 2002. But he 
was retrenched from 1-11 -2005 without service of any notice 
or payment of retrenchment compensation, PF, bonus etc. 
He raised the dispute before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Bhubaneswar, but the 1st Party- 
Management did not accede to his claim. Therefore the 
present reference has come into picture. 

3. After filing of the statement of claim by the 2nd 
Party-workman through post, notices were sent to the 
Management and the contractor as well as the 2nd Party- 


| ,|- -.11 f*t iH^DiBf|I 1 I lrt *H r- 4 M -11 • li 


[Part 11 —Sec. 3(ii)j 

workman, but none of them turned up before this Tribunal/ 
Court. The 1st Party-Management No. 1 and 2 did not 
even file any written statement. Ultimately the case was 
ordered to proceed exparte against the Management No. 

1 and 2 and the 2nd Party-workman was called upon to 
adduce exparte evidence. But he did not appear to adduce 
any evidence. Registered notice was also issued to him, 
but no response was received from him and no exparte 
evidence was filed or adduced by the 2nd Party-workman. 
AH this process took more than three year’s time. But the 
2nd Party-workman still failed to file any evidence in 
support of his claim, nor appeared before this Tribunal/ 
Court on any of the dates fixed so far. As such he has 
failed to prove or even make out any case for grant of any 
relief to him. In the result the 2nd Party-workman is not 
entitled to any relief prayed for. 

4. Award is passed accordingly. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

J. SRIVASTAVA, Presiding Officer 

28 Writ, 2011 

«FT.3?T. 842.— afcpffiFE faqi* 1947 (1947 

<ST 14) *IRT 17 ^ TlWjXt 

TTRTit sh ^ ^ 

3^ -3 fife aiWi i Pi* Pmk $ 

^rfrl^TtJT/jtsrq ^ 18/2010) 

irenfifTcT cMcfi ^ 28-2-2011 ^ 

*111 

[H TT^-42011/64/2009-311$ 31TC (^H) ] 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 842.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 18/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of AL1MCO and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-42011/64/2009-lR (DU)1 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 

TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 18 of 2010 
Between 

The General Secretary, 

Alimco Mazdoor Sangh, 

106/371, Heeraganj, Kanpur 


i h i i n if pippi n u u t, 
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and 

The General Manager, 

ALIMCO, GT. Road, Kanpur 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, MoL, New Delhi, vide 
Notification No. L-4201 l/64/2009-IR(DU)’ dated 
16-02-2010, has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this tribunal:— 

2 Whether the action of the management of General 
Manager, ALIMCO, Kanpur, in terminating the 
services of Sri Sompal Singh w.e.f. 21-05-09 is legal 

and justified? If not what relief the workman is entitled 
to? 

3 Brief facts are that after receipt of reference notices 
were sent to both the parties. T hereafter both the 
parties filed their respective pleadings. Thereafter 
there was an application of the claimant to frame the 
preliminary issue, but today on 22-02-11 when the 
case was taken up for hearing, an application dated 
15-02-11 was placed before me. It has been prayed 
by the claimant Sompal Singh that he is not interested 
to contest the aforsaid adjudication proceedings due 
to some teclmical reason; hence the case pending 
before the tribunal is not pressed. 

4. This application has not been opposed by the 
opposite party. 

Considering the facts and circumstances of the case, 
the application of the claimant has to be allowed and 
he is permitted not to press his case. 

6. Therefore, in these circumstances, claim is decided 
against the claimant as withdrawn. 

Dt. 22-2-2011 

RAM PARKASH, Presiding Officer 
28 2011 

■SBT.SfT. 843.—1947 ( 1947 

- .4) ?RT 17 * 3 A 

tout? fnMf sfa 
A ftffe slteifw A 

A. II, Tfqjj 

(66/2010) ^ rerftRT t W»K 

^ 28-02-2011 WZ pH Sin 

^1-42012/75/2010-3^ 3fft 

4hpr dtort, zm 

New Delhi, the 28th February, 2011 

S.O. 843.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 66/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. II, Chandigarh as shown in die Annexure in die 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Joggar Gammon Joint Venture, 


Kullu and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-02-2011. 

(No. L-42012/75/2010-IR (DU)) 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

INTHE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: Sri A.K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I D. 66/2K10 
Registered on 30-08-2010 

Sh. Yugal Kishore S/o Shri Madan Singh, R/o Village 
Sapanganj, P.O. Larji, Tehsil Banjar, Kullu (HP) 

—Applicant 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, National Hydel Power Corpo 
rafion, Parbat Hydel Project Stage-Ill, Village Behali 
P.O. Larjee, Kullu (HP) 

2. The General Manager, M/s. Joggar Gammon Joint 
Venture, Parbati HPEP-III, Behali, Kullu (HP) 

3. The Director, M/s. Joggar Gammon Joint Venture, 
Mumbai. 

—Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman : None for workman 
For the Management : Sh. D.R.Sharma,Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed On 09-2-2011 

CentralGpvernment vide Notification No. L-42012/ 
75/2010-^RfDu) Dated 13-08-2010 by exercising its powers 
under Section 10, Sub-Section (1) Clause (d) and Sub- 
Seccioi. 2(A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinaf¬ 
ter referred to as Act) has referredHhe following Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Joggar Gammon Joint Venture Kullu, ih terminating 
die service:; of their workman Sh. Yugal Kishore w.e.f. 
21-11 -200 7 is legal and justified? If not, what relief 
the workm m is entitled to?” 

Workman did not turn up despite notices sent to 
him on 18-09-20! D, 05-10-2010 and by Registered post on 

24-12-2010. As t' e notice sent by Registered post to him 
was not received back undelivered, hence the Service was 
presumed on the workman. Respondent No. 1 and 2 of the 
reference have put in their appearances but the respon¬ 
dent No. 2 did not turn up despite notice sent by 
registered to him on 24-12-2010 rather die same returned 
back due to incomplete address. 

As the wor kman has failed in putting his case before 
the Tribunal, the reference is answered against him. Let • 
two copies of award after due compliance be sent to die 
Central Government for further necessary action. 

ASHCK KUMAR, RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
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^T.3n. 844.— elWnh f 1947 (1947 
4 t 14) dft 17 ^ t faiu 

2fppq Wvi sfltrtfw fiTOK 3 aflWlPi^n 

'=mrm, <HWiai4 ^ tw *fott 
068/2004, 24/01 3^5) mt jffilftffl t ^Nfa 
■$TC3>R 25-2-2011 uft T»TO pn ttl 1 

[li T^-12012/90/2001-anf «m Oft-ll)] 

t^r ftw, -tor stftmfl; 

New Delhi, the 1st March, 2011 

S.O. 844.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
government hereby publishes the Award [ (Ref. No. CGITA 
j)f 1368/2004 (ITC No. 24 of 2001Old)] of the Central 
0ovemment Industrial TnTxmal/tabour Court, Ahemedabad 
flow as shown in the Annexure in die industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Punjab National Bank and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 25-2-2011. 

[No. L-12012/90/2001-IR (B-Il)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE HONBLE CENTRAL 
I GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 

LABOUR COURT, AHMEDABAD 

s 

i Present: Binay Kumar Sinha, Presiding Officer 
| CGIT cum Labour Court, Ahmedftbad, Dated 24-01-20II 

Reference: ITC No. 24 of2001 Old 
Reference: CGITAof 1368 of2004 

Putyab National Bank, 

; Regional Office, 

Popular House Basement, Ashram Road, 

Ahmedabad- 380009 


.. .First Patty 
(Employer) 


Their Workman 


Narshin Kesharsinh Rathod, 

B-P Compound, 

Opp. Trishul Complex, 

Pratapbhai Marwadi's Chawl Varcha Road, 

Surat-395006 (Gujrat) 

.. .Second Party 

APPEARANCE 

For the first party (Employer): Shri Jayantilal I. Shah, 

Advocate 


For the Workman 


(1) As per the Q OV»mmit # # 

Labour & Employm ent/Shram Manuyatey bylteuri# No. 


L*1*V am/ aim ■ in, ilpji.i —- 

power conferred by clause 0 of tub HttUMI \ Wtmettm 


1 (A) of Section 10 of the tatariat Trthp 
have referred the following dispu te jj^jP 
adjudication under the sctadrtn m ftttjlMlir 

service imposed upon the.wwta*»h'||&ti 

w. ti 

Btutk through its officers vide DtNtpMb feiH 
dated 2941M999 end vtde^jp^lid^ipiii| 
23-04-2001 is tegat, prt^andJg|ife#iMi 
workman is emitted to 
directions m Heeeswy 

m in «w« & " 

reference die second party (PdriditeflWiil 
claim at Ex. 5, pleading te^alk thit bu 
appointed as a peon in subordinate cafe* In 
the management of Punjab National Bank 
Market Branch, Surat He was promofedteoh 
March 1987 and was posted at w i fe WM 
he was working at cashieHaa ngiidO ' a i b aRi 
of termination of his rtfvieef 
conditions of the emplgy«a; : aaf^#ig 
settlements, modifiod 

the Bank dMitet^ 

against the workman & th^iip|M§| 




BlIMIe 

lag 

PPfWPP;® 

tlervw* 


alleged charges, which is pendk*hlflMe#»£^ 
at Surat Further ease P^JpMlKpfiiWi 1 ^' 

from 154»* t994 tW the 4»iB^ l< ai M i ap t> 

29^02*1999, During the suepen^prkhlpwaa^ P^d 
subsistence allowances arid bank hal afei not paid 
difference of arrears of last revision of pay mal e to Mm 
Further, the contention It dial the ilipmtmentil enquiry 
was new delayed at the team* of*a wmhman. the 
inquiry was initiated and started after tepee of 4 years 
enquiry, not held by the Bank according to the principle of 
natural justice. When the Criminal ProceedtagMit pending, 
before die Criminal Court, the quasi jodictel proceedings 
may not be proceeded on the same subject matter. 
Challenged the proposed punishment of dteehmge from 
the services with immediate effect, vide cidtedteed 14-12- 
1998 and thereafter imposed punishment order of 
termination dated 29-01 

rent^ 

Appeltee hut no any heed was 
dispo»»d off without ptupu 




[Will* 


J<«)3 


Nwi ^ii • 


h« ctatU m Ktien #f IN rmmimmm of Bmk in 
^ TO »*^8lmMrv4««lwMl««ttatftcMli39^»|.1999iin<ler 
** fr**”* *"** *»» * ctual| y 

j^Wjgjj y-jg. lWltWtkw to throw the workman out of 
trepfjWrereCAid *o, foe action is crocs vioiation of 

*"j** « " c li0 " 

_ 1 1 t i s ff tff W Rot offered retrenchment 

t>W *• «ctfa» of the 

«(«• tank in MnoWini eh* tervic* of the 
^fan nnflym Ml.IWO i»iH^.wgu*.void tbinitio 
iilldinjiiHfctfyaf of lew, Claiming mi the aforesaid 
mto fmi nftt e me nt of the workman in the 

^fr v^f gf t h i hlBi t hr his original post and position with 
fftrmpert^fli ijfcBt with fortber claim of foil back wages 
conti nuity o f service «»d all consequential benefits as other 

wi* other relief together 
witt «nm eMefe At wo**** in found entitled. 

(I) 7k* Roferemi# ie disputed by the first party 
** by film,, written statement at Ex. 6 
lUforence is not maintainable 
****** OaunTl Ihunal has no jurisdiction and that the 
*•£*«• t* ****** m the eyes of law due to non- 
*r trench Manager of Punjab 

l^*****. 8 *** **** ** WOffa *<tt was working and 

tafciag itoo«n» omams i ua l ofeteetkw thmt th * D.f._ 
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r~"* wpwshh oe^eetion that the Reference 

**•«*»» **” «uthortty to 
***^*ffp ' jEf wWpef* Apart from those ornamental 
oh.an*i^fihi^^^^^ w totally denying to the 

^df me claim of the workman. 

.. ^ f case as follows. The second 
pa% «tdfeM wat working as Cashier m cash receipt 
«*»***, m a te branch from 17-03-1987 to22-02- 

18h4,diothKimaaidlan«reofwoikth«workmaio>mmitted 

swkmw misconducts and so he wq* served with 
syperwfaa adeedmed 15-3-1994 followed by the detail 

^we****" in receipt counter 
payment fetters 

Ofih was d epo s ited In the bank nor 

Wtfity Hf Ml anh receipt were made in cashier log 
httffhViwhlmiifrlWvfw^——i . r 



workman to reply in writing to the under signed within 7 
days from the date of receipt of chargesheet. Further case 
of the first party is that the said action of the bank was 
challenged by the second party workman by filing SP.C.A. 

1 v°‘ 1227 ^ l/l 994 in the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat on 
the.ground that the departmental enquiry and criminal 
prosecution can not be gone into simultaneously as his 
defense would be prejudiced. However, Hon'ble High Court 
disposed of the SP. C.A. and not granted any stay on 
departmental proceeding however directed the 
Management of Bank to pay subsistence allowance during 
course of departmental enquiry. Further case is that during 
departmental enquiry, the workman was being paid 
subsistence allowance and other dues. Further case is that 

deoaili rrental fwillirt/ lima al.A I. ..I .. ... 


,. . — J **«*uv uuaci vuig uie principle 

of naforal justiec and workman was given equal opportunity 
to defend himself through his representing Mr. K.P. Barot, 
witness of the bonk were examined before the enquiry officer 
m presence of second party and his representative and on 
conclusion of inquiry, inquiry officer submitted his finding 
to the disciplinary authority and the 2nd show cause 
regarding proposed punishment of discharge was served 
upon the second party and after considering the show 
cause of the second party workman, punishment of 
discharge from the services of bank was awarded to the 
without disqualificatkm from future employment 

case is that though the charges levelled against second 
pbrty which was proved in the departmental inquiry were 
serious in nature and very grave, even then the disciplinary 

Slithdfftv nf ffw* tfMtn a oatHAM* a/ L*.L 2 -_ j r n « 


re date, and thus asking delinquent 


feom the service, the workman was discharge from the 
services of bank without disqualification from further 
employment with foe benefits of superannuation as per 
emuse 19.6(b). Thus foe action of foe bank in discharging 
foe services of foe workman is legal and justified on clear 
proof of foe charges levelled against him. So, the workman 
is not entitled to get any relief in this case. Further case is 
that if this Tribunal comes to the conclusion that 
departmental inquiry conducted by the bank is against 
provision of natural justice and is vitiated, then foe first 
party bank be permitted to prove misconduct of the 
w ®*** tman to the charges dated 
6-09-1994 by adducing evidence along with documentary 
evidence on foe ground prayer is made to upheld the 
discharge order of the workman (second party dated 
29-01-1999) and foe Reference be answered in favour of 
the first party and against second party workman and foe 
reference case be dismissed. 

I f4) In view of foe above pleadings following issue 
arierefcrdetemination. 

' ‘: Issues 

(i) Whether foe reference is maintainable? 

(ii) Whether it is time barred? 
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(iii) Whether this tribunal has jurisdiction to 
adjudicate ? 

(iv) Whether the principle of natural justice, fair play 
was adopted by the management in conducting 
domestic inquiry against the delinquent? 

(v) Whether the punishment awarded to the del inquent 
is legal, proper and justified ? 

(vi) Whether the delinquent workman is entitled to 
any relief? 

FINDINGS 

(5) Issue No. i, ii, and iii. Though the fust party 
has taken the objection regarding non-maintainability 
of the reference due to non-joining of the branch 
manager of Punjab National Bank, Surat, where the 
workman was working. But during the argument the 
Learned Counsel of the first party did not press this 

point regarding non-maintainability of reference, likewise 

the first party has also taken objection in its pleadings 
as to this tribunal having no jurisdiction, also 
challenging ornamentally that Ministry of Labour has 
no authority to make this reference. But in course of 
final argument, the Learned Lawyer for the first party, 
did not press this point in order to attack this reference. 
From the record, it is not disputed that the delinquent 
workman was working in the clerical cadre in the mam 
branch of Surat of Punjab National Bank. Even though 
the branch manager of Punjab National Bank of Surat 
has not been impleaded as first party, this reference can 
be maintainable since the Punjab National Bank is being 
properly represented through Regional Manager, Punjab 
National Bank, Ahmedabad, exercising control over its 
Region including Punjab National Bank, branch at Surat. 
Likewise. Such objection of the first party also appears 
to be ornamental regarding reference being time barred. 
There is no any time frame for forwarding the reference 
for adjudication by the appropriate Government because 
only on failure of conciliation process, it is being reported 
to the appropriate government regarding failure o 
conciliation and thereafter, followed by reference for 
adjudication as per schedule. Regarding dispute 
between the workman with the management bank comes 
under the purview of Central Government and so the 
appropriate government being Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour & Employment/Shram Mantralaya 
has every authority to make the reference for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. More-so, the first party 
also left these points to argue, meaning thereby, the 
first party have not pressed such point as to 
maintainability, non-jurisdiction of this Tribunal and 
point as to reference being time barred. So issue No. I is 
answered in affirmative that the reference is maintainable, 
issue No. 11 in negative that the reference is not time 
barred and issue No. Ill in affirmative that this Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to adjudicate upon this reference. 


(6) ISSUE NO. IV 

The delinquent workman in his pleading 
(statements of claim) Ex. 5 vide para 5, averred that the 
bank served chargesheet dated 6-09-1994 and the 
departmental inquiry was ordered and initiated against him 
in the year 1998. In the same para in the last sentence it has 
been incorporated "that the departmental inquiry had never 
been delayed at the instances of the workman". Further, at 
para 6 of his pleading though it has been mentioned that 
the inquiry held by the bank is not in accordance with 
principle of natural justice and well settled position of law 
as when criminal proceedings are pending in the court of 
law, the quasi judicial proceeding may not be proceeded 
on the same subject matter. The first party bank in its 
pleading (written statement) Ex.6 vide para 16 made 
alternative plea that if the tribunal comes to the conclusion 
that departmental inquiry conducted by the bank is against 
the provisions of natural justice and if the departmental 
inquiry is vitiated than the first party bank be permitted to 
prove the misconduct of the delinquent workman to the 
chargesheet level against him dated 6-9-1994 by adducing 
the evidence and if the tribunal comes to the conclusion 
that the findings given by the inquiry officer are perversed 
than also the bank be permitted to prove the misconduct 
regarding aforesaid chargesheet before the tribunal. 
However as per separate application Ex.26 dated 
18-12-2008, the second party workman admitted fairness, 
reasonableness and legality of the domestic inquiry so, no 
any findings was required to be given to any preliminary 
issue as to propriety of the fairness or otherwise of the 

domestic inquiry held against the delinquent workman. So, 

in this case, it has to be held that the domestic inquiry was 
held following principle of natural justice and fair play, t 
has also to be held that the findings given by the inquiry 
officer is not perverse, in other words chapter regarding 
raising abjection to the validity and legality or otherwise of 
the domestic inquiry is not permissible in view of Ex. . 

The Learned Counsel for the second party in his argument 
submitted that after about 4 years of issuing of the 
chargesheet, domestic inquiry was conducted, but the 
second party could not have been able to show that even 
though the inquiry started after^bout .4 years of issuance 
of chargesheet, any prejudice has been caused to the 
delinquent workman or not. In view of Ex. 26, it has to 
observed that no prejudice was caused to the delinquent 
workman because for the period of suspension as per order 
of the Hon'ble High Court the delinquent workman was 
paid subsistence allowance all through. The Learned 
Counsel for the first, party has relied upon * ^case> law 
reported in 2008 (i) SCC 115 in the case of U P. Road 

Transport Corporation versus Vinodkumar, on the point 
that when legality and validity of inquiry not challenged 
by the workman, the court cannot interfere with the 
findings. The first party has also relied upon another case 
law-1998 (i) GLR 824 Gujarat High Court in the case of 
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Vinodchandra B. Pandit Versus Bank of India and others 
on the point of delay wherein it has been held after there is 
delay in holding departmental inquiry it will not be fatal 
unless and until employee show any prejudice caused to 
him on account of delay. In the instance case the delinquent 
workman could not be able to show that though inquiry 
started after about 4 years of issuing of charge sheet, he 
has been prejudiced in any way. 

(7) The learned Counsel for the second party in his 
argument, could not convince to this Tribunal whether 
simultaneously launching of the criminal case against the 
delinquent workman, caused any prejudice to the workman. 
The second party workman had challenged before the 
Hon’ble High Court of Gujarat in S.C.A No. 122731/1994, 
taking such plea that the departmental inquiry and criminal 
case cannot proceed simultaneously as his defense would 
be prejudiced. But the Hon'ble High Court of Gujarat has 
been pleased to dispose off the aforesaid case in not 
granting any stay of departmental proceedings and only 
directing to Management of bank to pay subsistence 
allowances during the course of departmental inquiry. As 
per direction of the court the subsistence allowance during 
course of departmental inquiry was paid to the delinquent 
workman. 

(8) For the reasons in the forgoing this issue is 
answered in affirmative. 

(9) Issue No.V 

Learned Counsel for the second party arguing 
the case, submitted that the delinquent workman also faced 
criminal trial and FIR registered vide CR-No. 165/1994 dated 
02-04-1994 and lastly on conclusion of the criminal trial 
vide case No. 1570/1999 the workman accused in that case 
was acquitted. Ex. 27 is the list of document of FIR and the 
Judgment of the criminal court. Ex. 27/1 is the copy of FIR 
and Ex.27/2 is the certified copy of the judgment passed by 
Judicial Magistrate Surat, all these are on record. It has 
been further argued that though on conclusion of inquiry 
earlier to the criminal trial, the delinquent was punished, 
but since thereafter in the year as per judgment passed by 
the Criminal Court on 19-03-2007 i.e. during the pendency 
of this reference the delinquent workman deserve for the 
relief of his reinstatement with his other consequential 
benefits and the punishment awarded by the disciplinary 
authority and the punishment even confirmed by the 
appellate authority are fit to be set aside. On the other 
hand Learned Lawyer for the first party argued out that a 
standard pf proof in departmental inquiry is preponderance 
of probabilities and the charges against the delinquent are 
not required to be proved beyond reasonable doubt in 
support of such argument reliance is placed in case of 
West Bokaro Colliery (TIS CO Ltd.) Vs Rampravesh Singh 
reported in 2009 (1) LLJ page 220/SC it has been held in 
above case law by Their Lordship of the Apex Court 
“Tribunal had interfere with the findings of the domestic 


Tribunal as if it was appeal tribunal" it has been further 
held -"standard of proof in departmental inquiry 
proceedings was preponderance of probabilities and the 
Tribunal had set aside the dismissal by observing that the 
charges against the respondent (delinquent) were not prove 
beyond reasonable doubt, erroneously applying yardstick 
of Criminal Proceedings". This case is applicable to the 
present case so far the case presented by the first party 
management, the second party workman can not take 
advantage of acquittal of the workman in Criminal trial as 
per Ex. 27/2. It is obvious in Criminal trial the prosecution 
has onus to prove the charges level against accused 
beyond all reasonable shadow of doubt. As per Ex. 27/2 
the accused (present delinquent) has been acquitted after 
giving benefit of doubt for want of cogent evidence. The 
Learned Lawyer for the second party could not be able to 
file any befitting case law to support his argument that on 
acquittal of the workman in Criminal trial the punishment 
awarded to him on conclusion of domestic inquiry by the 
disciplinary authority is fit to set aside. More so, it has 
already been observed while adjudicating upon issue No. 
IV that the delinquent workman as per Ex. 26 did not 
challenged the legality and validity of domestic inquiry. 
The case law relied upon, by the first party in U.P State 
Road Transport Corporation V/S Vinodkumar (supra) it has 
been held that when legality and validity of inquiry had 
not been challenged by the workman, the court (Tribunal) 
cannot interfere with findings. More so, in domestic inquiry 
complete principle and procedure laid down by Cr.P.C. and 
Indian Evidence Act do not apply whereas only right of 
delinquent employee is that he must be informed as to 
what are the charges against him and he must be given full 
opportunity to defend himself in the said charges for this 
the first party has relied upon a case law of UPS RTC V/s 
Sureshchandra Sharma (2010) FLR-157. The Learned 
Lawyer of the first party has also relied upon a case law 
reported in 1999 vol-7 SCC 332,2007 LAB & IC 259 and 
2005 (Vol-I) LLJ 1034 all these points that no inquiry is 
necessary when one admits one's violation. It has been 
argued by the first party that the delinquent workman 
admitted his guilt by his own admission given under his 
signature and in his own hand writing on 11/03/1994 to 17/ 
03/1994 and 21 /03/1994 respectively marked as Ex ME-2, 
ME-3, ME-4, on the Inquiry proceeding which had been 
marked Ex. 50,51,52, respectively, in this case. It is further, 
argued that the workman had already admitted his guilt on 
15-02-1994 which runs into pages and which pages bears 
the signatures and that all this admission of the delinquent 
workman are of his free will and volition. From going 
through Ex. 50,51,52 and Ex. 32 it appears that it cearly go 
to show that the delinquent workman by his admission on 
15-3-1994 gives explanation as to why he misappropriated 
money and in what manner he has utilized the embezzled 
money. Though the delinquent workman in his evidence 
before this court try to show that he had made such 
admission due to pressure from Mr. Gupta but it could not 
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be connected by supporting evidence. More so, no 
complaint was made by the workman during the period of 
4 years that all his 4 admission were obtained by Mr. Gupta 
or anyone else under pressure either before the bank officer, 
or before the union or before the appellate authority. More 
so. No any documentary or oral evidence was led in this 
regard by the workman either before the inquiry officer or 
before this Tribunal. On the other hand delinquent had 
admitted in cross-examination by the presenting officer on 
14-07-1998 regarding letter written by him ME-2, ME-3, 
ME-4, he also admitted as to the 4th letter dated 15-02-1994 
that this letter is also signed by him. As per admission 
made by the workman it is obvious that while working as 
cashier he accepted cash from customers given against 
public issue allotment of money of difference company 
and amount of Rs/-. 50,000 was mis utilized by him towards 
his personal requirement which was his mistake. Through 
ME-3 (Ex.51) he on 19-03-1994 assured to deposit Rs. 25000 
and Rs. 5000 by selling of the land, through ME-4 (52) he 
admitted in righting regarding depositing R§. 25000 pn 
21/03/1994 and undertaking to deposit the remaining 
embezzled amount by 28-03-1994. All these letters regarding 
admission made by the delinquent workman are addressed 
to the Manager of Punjab National Bank, Station Road 
Surat, the workman did not raise any contention before the 
commencement of inquiry that he had written above letters 
under pressure, there is no any evidence on behalf of the 
workman to discard those documentary evidence and also 
the 3 witnesses pf the first party A.C.Bhatt, D.N. Patel, 
S.I Panighar who also corroborated to tbe admissions made 
by the delinquent in their presence through writing letters 
as per Ex. 32,50,51,52, more so the workman in his cross- 
examination as per Ex. 13 also admitted that he has deposited 
Rs. 25000/- before the start of departmental inquiry against 
him and had agreed in writing to deposit the remaining 
amount in installment. 

(10) Learned Lawyer for the second party has also 
tried to challenge the quantum of punishment awarded 
against the delinquent workman on the ground that 
provision of bipartite settlement was not followed and Ex. 
37, the discharge order of the workman is not speaking 
order because the punishment of discharge was awarded 
as per clause CL. 19.6 (b) of the aforesaid bipartite settlement 
(Ex.36) but clause 19.6(b) is meant for awarding punishment 
like warning, censured and so the disciplinary authority 
and even the appellate authority was not fair in awarding 
punishment and confirming the punishment respectively 
as to punishment of discharge under clause 19.6(b) and so 
the order of discharge of workman from the service of the 
bank is fit to pe set aside. Jp this regard reliance has been 
placed upon case law report ip2008(3) GLR-2138 wherein 
Their Lprdship field that "tfie quantum of punishment has 
to be considered even if inquiry held fair”. On the other 
hand refuting to such argument advanced on behalf of the 
second party, the Learned Lawyer for the first party 


submitted that the punishment as to order of discharge is 
based on the materials on the report! pp conclusion of 
inquiry and since the delinquent workman wps 
chargesheeted for serioqs and grave misconduct fpr 
embezzlement of the money to the tune of Rs. l,5J,34fi/- 
out of the said embezzle amount only Rs.25,000 had been 
deposited by the workman before the inquiry but the 
remaining embezzle amount is not deposited in spite of 
Undertaking and tfiat d^rly gq tq prpye tfiat tfie 
delinquent workman committed gross misconduct in terms 
of clause 19.5(1) (doing an act prejudicial to the bank) 
and so on proof of such grave charges it was not the 
workman’s minor misconduct to be only punished witfi 
warning or censuring, rather on proof of such misconduct, 
was to be awarding of punishment of either dismissal of 
discharge. Ex. 36 the copy of bipartite settlement clause 
19.6 deals with the quantum of punishment- paH$e |9-fi 

(a) provides dismissing employee without notice and 19.6 

(b) regarding warning or censure ought to have adverse 

remark entered qgaiqst him 19.6 (e) provides for imposing 
fine and 11.6 (d) provides as to punishment of stopping 
increment and 19.6 (e) provides tor condoning misconduct 
of the guilty employee and be merely discharged. 
Apparently the disciplinary authority after serving secopfj 
show-cause-notice to the delinquent workman, fia§ takeq 
lenient view in awarding punishment jft npt dismissing 
the delinquent, rather awarding pf 

from the services with superannuation benefits as would 
be due otherwise without disqualification from foUffe 
employment in terms of bipartite settlement. It appears 
that there is only slip of typing mistake about mentioning 
clause 19.6 (b) in the punishment order Ex. 37 wherein pot 
incorporating clause 19.6 (e) instead of 19.6 (b). 

(11 ) After going through the entire domestic 
inquiry file including the order of discharge passed after 
giving second show-cause-notice and giving personal 
hearing to the delinquent workman with his representative 
Mr. Barot, even before the appellate authority, the order 
of discharge as per Ex. 37 was confirmed by the appellate 
authority. Only due to incorporating clause 19.6 (b) 
instead of clause 19.6 (e), the delinquent workman does 
not appear to have entitlement for interference in the 
punishment of discharge. The case law relied upon by 
the second party as reported in 1986 (3) SCC 454,2001(1) 
SCC 182,1998(4) SCC 154,2002 (7) SCC 142,1984GLH 
791,2004 (2)GLR921, AIR 1963 SC 1914, AIR 1985 SC 
1121,2008 (3) GLR 2138, are not applicable in the instant 
case to support delinquent workman. But on the otfi^ 
hand, the case law relied upon by the first pqrty gq jg 
support the punishment awarded to the workniari by tfiq 
first party. There is no any ground fpf poking intfirfefenqp, 
in the punishment awarded to the qqjjnquept. 

(12) Upon consideration of the entire material on 
the record and also considering respective case law$ qited 
by the parties, this tribunal is of considered opipjgp [fiat * 
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the first party has pirovad the serious misconduct of the 
delinquent \Vdfkfftdti ih the domestic inquiry and after giving 
al! opportunity to the delinquent workman and even issuing 
second show cause notice and granting opportunity of 
personal hearing Oh second show cause notice, awarded 
punishment Of discharge and on appeal by the workman 
appellate authority again giving personal hearing to the 
delinquent with his representative and thereafter confirming 
the punishment of discharge vide order dated 23*04-2001 
awarded against the delinquent workman without 
disqualification of future employment with superannuation 
benefit. The punishment was awarded as per gravity of 
charges. There is no substance in such submission made 
on behalf of second party that dismissal order was passed 
in the garb of order of discharge. So the punishment 
awarded to the delinquent is legal, proper, and just. This 
issue is decided against second party workman and in 
favour of the first party (Management). 

ISSUE No. VI 

In view of the findings given in the fore goings 
paragraphs, the workman (second party) is not entitled to 
any relief. 

ORDER 

This reference is rejected but without cost. 

Dictated 

BINAY KUMAR SINHA, Presiding Officer 

i 2011 

oRt.3TT. 845. — afaftft T * stfafWT, 1947 (1947 . 

14) *TTCT 17 ^ SPfHT 7 ! ft, 'HKcih 

^ ft 4.5 ftfa 

SFffa ft' Iftfe ftro ft W^K sMftTSF 

StfiRTRI/STC ^ W (ft^ft 50/2002 ) 

y+lfifld 24-2-2011 ^ "SOR 

«it i 

[■ft. T?j5T-12012/457/2001 -anf 3TTC (ftf-l)] 
•<*Wi Phc, arfV^ift 

New Delhi, the 1st March, 2011 

S.O. 845.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 50/2002) 
of ‘he Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum-Labour 
Court-1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-2-2011. 

[No. L-12012/457/2001-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1 )(d)(2A) of I.D. Act. 

Reference No. 50 of2002. 

PartKS : Employers is relation to the management of State 
Bank of India, Ranchi. 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 

Present : Shri H. M. SINGH, Presiding Officer. 
APPEARANCE: 

For the Employer : Shri R. N. Ganguly, 

Advocate. 

For the Workman : Shri D. Mukherjee, 

Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand Industry: Bank. 

Dated, the 1st Feb., 2011 
AWARD 

By Order No. L-12012/457/200 l-IR(B-lI) dated 
30-4-01 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section (2A) of I. D. Act, 1947, 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India, Dalmianagar of Dohri in terminating 
the services of Sri Kamleshwar Ram is justified ? If 
not, what relief the workmen is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the concerned workman is that he 
was originally appointed as massenger against permanent 
vacancy on 26-4-72 at Nagar Untari Branch and since then 
he had been working there. Thereafter he was transferred 
to Dalmianagar branch and there also he was working in 
permanent nature of job continuously. Then the Branch 
Manager of the Bank directed him to perform the domestic 
work which the concerned workman refused to do and so 
the manager was against him. The management dismissed 
him from service w.e.f. 4-5-1975. The management however 
neither issued chargesheet nor conducted any enquiry and 
he was afforded any opportunity nor the principle of natural 
justice was followed. He represented before the 
management against the illegal and arbitrary dismissal 
order but without any effect. Seeing no other alternative, 
an industrial dispute was raised before the A L.C. (C) but 
the same ended in failure and the matter was referred for 
adjudication to this Hon’ble Tribunal. It has been stated 
that the action of the management in terminating the service 
of the concerned workman is illegal, arbitrary and 
unjustified. 


\ 
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It has been prayed that this Hon’ble Tribunal be 
pleased to pass an award in favour of the workman by 
directing the management to reinstate the concerned 
workman with full back wages and other consequential 
benefits. 

3. The case of the management is that the concerned 
workman has never worked in Daltanganj Branch nor he 
was terminated from the Daltongang Branch, which is in 
the administrative control of the zonal office Ranchi. 
Therefore, the term of reference is wrong and is liable be 
amended. The concerned workman was a temporary 
employee in Dehri Branch which comes under the 
jurisdiction of the Patna zonal office. The concerned 
workman was terminated from service for his indisciplined 
activities and violation of code of conduct. The concerned 
workman was appointed on 11-2-1975 and he was terminated 
from service w.e.f. 4-9-1975 after giving 14 days notice. The 
said termination letter was sent to him by Regd. Post. He 
has not put 240 days attendance from the date of his 
appointment till he was retrenched from service. It has 
been stated that in a case reported in 2000(J) LLJ-561 (SC) 
in which the Hon’ble Supreme Court held that the dispute 
which is state cannot be subject matter of reference U/s. 10 
of the Act. As Shri Ram’s temporary service was terminated 
in the year 1975, his claim relating thereto after about 25 
years is not fit for consideration U/s. 12 of the I.D. Act. 

In such circumstances, it has been prayed that this 
Hon’ble Tribunal be pleased to pass an award holding that 
the action of the management in terminating the service of 
the concerned workman is justified and the .concerned 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contents of some of 
the paragraphs of each other’s written statement. 

5. The concerned workman has produced himself 
as WW-1 (Kamleshwar Ram), who has proved Exts. W-l to 
W-5. 

The management has produced M W-1, Chandradeo 
Singh, who has proved documents as Ext. M-l series. 

6. Main argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that he has been terminated from 
service without following the rules and procedure and 
without domestic enquiry, so his termination is illegal. 

It has also been argued that the management without 
conducting enquiry and without following principle of 
natural justice has terminated the concerned workman from 
service, so, the order be set aside. 

7. In this respect the management’s representative 
argued that the concerned workman has not completed 
240 days in a calendar year. His service was terminated as 
his conduct was not found to be satisfactory. Even the 
dispute has been raised after 25 years of his termination 


it has also been argued that the concerned workman was 
habitual absentee. He was engaged only for temporary 
period and he has worked in March, 1975 for 30 days and 
April, 1975 for 6 days, in May, 1975 for 7 days, in June, 1975 
for4 days, in July 1975 for 2 days and in August, 1975 for 1 
day only. His service was terminated w.e.f. 4-8* 1975 after 
giving 14 days notice. When the concerned workman has 
not completed 240 days attendance in any calendar year 
and moreover, he was temporarily appointed, so he cannot 
be regularised in that way. 

In this respect the evidence of WW-l, Kamleshwar 
Ram, in cross-examination is very much matrial wherein he 
has stated that the dispute was raised after 25 years. I 
have not filed any paper showing that I was appointed as 
permanent messenger. No document has been filed on 
behalf of the concerned workman to prove that he was 
appointed as permanent messenger. So, the question of 
holding domestic enquiry does not appear because he was 
appointed as purely temporary basis as per Ext. M-l and 
the management without assigning any reason terminated 
his service. Ext. M-l series shows that rules of conduct 
apply on him and he has taken money from other person 
on credit not paying money and there is also complaint 
against that he was not doing the job. 

8. The concerned workman’s representative referred 
C.A. No. 50/1961 decided on 29-1-1962 between 
Management of U. B. Dutt & Co. (P) Ltd. and workman of 
U. B. Dutt & Co. (P) Ltd. in which Hon’ble Supreme Court 
laid down that standing order of the company if confers 
unfettered right to hire and fire-jurisdiction of the industrial 
court to enquire into the causes of termination of service- 
Exercise of powers colourable-Court if can intervene. The 
concerned workman also referred 1965(LL)LLJ 135 in which 
Hon’ble Supreme Court laid down-industrial Tribunal- 
jurisdiction to enter into evidence-Finding of victimisation 
or unfair practice by Tribunal-Examination of correctness 
of properiety of such finding by Supreme Court under Act. 
136 of the constitution. The concerned workman also 
referred 2007 LLR 1233 in which Hon’ble Supreme Court 
laid down-industrial Dispute Act, 1947-Section 10-If the 
employer says that the workman has made a stale claim 
then it must challenged the reference by way of writ petition 
on the ground of delay and deny existence of industrial 
dispute-The Industrial Tribunal cannot strike down the 
inference on this ground. 

The concerned workman also referred 2007( 113) FLR 
828 in which the Hon’ble Supreme Court held-The existence 
of industrial dispute is a jurisdictional factor. Absence of 
jurisdictional fact results in invalidation of the 
reference. The Tribunal or the Labour Court under Section 
10 gets jurisdiction to decide an industrial dispute only 
upon a reference by the appropriate Government. The 
Tribunal of Labour Court cannot invalidate the reference 
on the ground of delay. If the employer makes a grievance 
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that the workman has made a stale claim then an employer 
can challenge the reference by way of a writ petition and 
contend that since the claim is belated there was no 
industrial dispute. The Tribunal or Labour Court cannot 
strike down the reference on this ground. The concerned 
workman also referred 2007 (115) FLR 675 in which the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court laid down that Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947-Section 10(1) read with Section 12-Reference-If 
delayed by several years-Reference made about 16 years 
later-Labour Court not entertained the dispute on ground 
of delay in making reference-judgement of this court in 
Ajaib Singh lays down the correct law-Order of court below 
is set aside-Labour Court will proceed with reference. 

9. Considering the above facts and circumstances it 
shows that the concerned workman was appointed for a 
temporary period and with a condition that his services 
will be terminated without any reason at any time and he 
has not completed 240 days attendance in a year and his 
conduct was not found to be satisfactory and, as such, his 
service was terminated. There is no ground to interfere 
with the order passed by the management against the 
concerned workman. 

10. Accordingly, I render the following award. 

The action of the management State Bank of India, 
Dalmianagar of Dehri in terminating the services of Sri 
Kamleshwar Ram is justified and the concerned workman 
is not entitled to any relief. 

H.M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

^ ftcrfl, 1 rH, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 1st March, 2011 

S.O. 846.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L.C. 
No. 261/2004 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
/Labour Court-, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Indian Overseas Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-2-2011. 

[ No. L-39025/1/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: Shri Ved Prakash Gaur, Presiding Officer, 
Dated the 17th day of January, 2010 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C. No. 261/2004 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Loddi Laxminarayana, 

S/o Late Thavudu, 

D. No. 7-3-139, Bankersahebpeta, 

Srikakulam. 

...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chief Managing Director 
Central Office, Indian Overseas Bank, 

Annasalai, Chennai. 

2. The Regional Manager, 

Indian Overseas Bank, 

Regional Office, Opp. Jagadamba Centre, 
Visakhapatnam. 

3. The Branch Manager, 

Indian Overseas Bank, 

G T. Road, Srikakulam. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

ForthePetitioner : M/s. Chapara Ramesh &Y. 

Ramesh, Advocates 

For the Respondent : Nil 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I. D. Act, 1947 
was filed by Sri Loddi Laxminarayana, an ex-employee of 
Indian Overseas Bank challenging the order of his 
termination dated 16-3-2004 and to reinstate him in the 
service with back wages. 

2. It has been alleged by the Petitioner workman 
that he was working as sweeper-cum-messenger in 
Srikakulam branch of the Respondent Bank. He was 
drawing a monthly salary of Rs.2000 He approached the 
management to reconsider his case of regularization but 
he was terminated from service on 16-3-2004. Applicant 
issued demand notice to Respondent on 29-4-2004. 
However, management orally informed the Petitioner that 
the management is not in a position to reconsider the 
termination order. He stated that he worked from 
16-1-1992. He preferred W.P.No.359/2004 in which a 
direction was issued to the management to consider the 
application of the Petitioner and to permit him for attending- 
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the interview. Junior to the Petitioner Sayamma was 
appointed in the-year 1996 by the management is 
continued. Thus, the action of the management is unfair 
and malafide, as such, the termination order be quashed 
and Petitioner workman be directed to be reinstated in 
the service. 

3. No counter statement has been filed by the 
Respondent management, as such, the case was set 
ex-parte. The Petitioner workman has filed xerox copy of 
interim order of W.P.No.3591/2004, a copy of order dated 
nil directing the Respondent to permit the Petitioner to 
attend the interview scheduled to be held on 27-7-2004, 
xerox copy of notice of the advocate to the management, 
copy of the representation of the Branch Secretary, Indian 
Overseas Bank Employees Union to the President of bank 

j management for regularization of the services of the 
Petitioner workman and xerox copy of the letter of bank to 
the Post Master, Srikakulam due amount to pay through 
Sri Laxminarayna, staff of the bank, xerox copy of voucher 
dated 2-12-1999 showing the payment of wage of 
Rs. 927.11 ps to Sri Laxminarayana, xerox copy of letter of 
management to hand over cheque through Sri 
Laxminarayana dated 3-12-2003 and on the same date any 
cheque or cash to Laxminarayana. Apart from these 
documents, the Petitioner workman has filed his affidavit 
wherein he has alleged that he worked from 16-1-1992 to 
16-3-2004 continuously and he has served in notices etc. 
to the Respondent but no action was taken by the 
Respondent, no counter affidavit has been filed by the 
other party. 

4. Petitioner's advocate has filed written argument 
coupled with case law of Hon’ ble Supreme Court of India 
and xerox copy of letter wherein no date, from Indian 
Overseas Bank forwarding National Savings Certificates 
dated 23-3-93, 19-3-93 and 18-3-93 and other xerox copies 
from 28-8-98 to 3-12-2003 to show that he was deputed for 
collecting and handing over money etc., from management 
bank to other banks or post office. However, he has not 
filed any memo or petition to admit these documents or 
has stated he is filing these documents by way of 

, evidence. From where he has received these documents, 
how he has secured these documents has also not been 
clarified by him. 

5. Learned Counsel for the workman has filed ex- 
parte written argument and he has argued that the service 
law principle is that last come first go. However, in the 
case of the Petitioner person appointed after the Petitioner 
retained in the service and Petitioner was terminated. Union 
officers have also made several representations but no 
action was taken. The Petitioner has worked for more than 

l 10 years as such, he could have been regularized in the 
service. He has himself has filed case law reported in 2006(3) 
LLN 666 of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the matter 
between Mineral Exploration Corporation Employees’ 

: Union Vs. Mineral Exploration Corporation Ltd., and 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 

another, in which Hon’ble Supreme Court has stated that 
the courts and tribunals should follow the decision and 
guidelines given by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in the 
matter of Secretary, State of Karnataka and other Vs. 
Umadevi and others, wherein it has been pointed out by 
the Hon’ble Supreme Court that the courts and tribunals 
should ensure that regular recruitments are undertaken to 
fill those vacant sanctioned posts that required to be filled 
up whether daily wager or temporary employees are being 
employed and there should be no further passing of the 
constitutional requirement and regularization and making 
permanent those employees, who are not duly appointed 
as per constitutional scheme. The case of Umadevi is a 
guideline and binding on all the courts and tribunals to 
the country where Hon’ble Supreme Court has directed 
that there could be no further bypassing of the 
constitutional requirement and regularization, those 
employees who are not duly appointed as per 
constitutional scheme. Though this case is being heard 
ex-parte but the workman has to prove that he was legally 
appointed at the time of his engagement. From the bear 
reading of the claim statement and arguments advanced 
by the Learned Counsel for the workman, not a single 
word is there in the claim statement that the Petitioner was 
appointed by following the rules of recruitment prevalent 
in the Respondent bank. How the Petitioner was engaged 
is a matter of consideration and importance while asking 
for the regularization and reinstatement of the Petitioner, 
but, Petitioner has not disclosed in his claim statement 
that he was legally and validly recruited in the bank 
management. Thus, in the light of the case law reported in 
Uma Devi and Others vs. State of Karnataka, reported in 
2006(1) Decisions Today (SC)493 wherein it was held that 
when the persons, engaged or appointed on daily wages 
or casual basis, the same would come to an end when it is 
discontinued. The temporary employees could not claim 
to be made permanent on the expiry of the term even they 
worked for long time”. It is held in para 34 of the said 
ruling. “Thus, it is clear that adherence to the rule of 
equality in public employment is a basic feature of our 
Constitution and since the rule of law is the core of our 
Constitution, a Court would certainly be disabled from 
passing an order upholding a violation of Article 14 or in 
ordering the overlooking of the need to comply with the 
requirements of Article 14 read with Article 16 of the 
Constitution. Therefore, consistent with the scheme for 
public employment, this Court while laying down the law, 
has necessarily to hold that unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same would not confer any 
right on the appointee. If it is a contractual appointment, 
the appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract, 
if it were an engagement or appointment on daily wages or 
casual basis, the same would come to an end when it is 
discontinued. Similarly, a temporary employee could not 
claim to be made permanent on the expiry of his term of 
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appointment. It has also to be clarified that merely because 
a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent, merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by following a due 
process of selection as envisaged by the relevant rules. It 
is not open to the court to prevent regular recruitment at 
the instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right. High Courts acting under Article 226 of the 
Constitution of India, should not ordinarily issue directions 
for absorption, regularization, or permanent continuance 
unless the recruitment itself was made regularly and in 
terms of the constitutional scheme. Merely because, an 
employee had continued under cover of an order of Court, 
which we have described as ‘litigious employment’ in the 
earlier part of the Judgement, he would not be entitled to 
any right to be absorbed or made permanent in the service. 
In fact, in such cases, the High Court may not be justified 
in issuing interim directions, since, after all, if ultimately 
the employee approaching it is found entitled to relief, it 
may be possible for it to mould the relief in such a manner 
that ultimately no prejudice will be caused to him, whereas 
an interim direction to continue his employment would 
hold up the regular procedure for selection or impose on 
the State the burden of paying an employee who is really 
not required. The courts must be careful in ensuring that 
they do not interfere unduly with the economic arrangement 
of its affairs by the State or its instrumentalities or lend 
themselves the instruments to facilitate the bypassing of 
the constitutional and statutory mandates.” 

This tribunal can not bypass the direction of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court and order for re-appointment or 
regularization of the Petitioner workihan. 

6. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner workman has 
argued that Petitioner has worked for 240 days. The 
mandatory requirement of Sec. 25F of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 is that the workman has to prove that 
he has worked for 240 days continuously in the year 
preceding the date of his disengagement. In the present 
case, the Petitioner workman has not stated a single word 
that he has worked continuously for 240 days continuously 
in a year preceding date of his termination, as such, in 
absence of the material proof the Petitioner is not entitled 
for the benefit of Sec. 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
The papers filed by the Petitioner workman along with the 
arguments is not helpful to the Petitioner for proving that 
he was legally and validly appointed in a vacant post as 
per bank appointment rules, as such, the Petitioner is not 
entitled for any relief even ex-parte and his claim petition 
for quashment of the dismissal order and regularization of 
services is devoid of any merit and deserves to be 
dismissed, hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 


Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 17th day of 
January, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner the Respondent 

WW 1: Sri L. Laxmi- NIL 

narayana 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 1st March, 2011 

S.O. 847.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Indqstrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L.C. 
No. 116/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Syndicate Bank and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-2-2011. 

[No. L-39025/1/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINQH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

Present: SHRI VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 18th day of January, 2010 
| INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE LCNo. 116/2005| 

Between: 

Sri M. Prema Manohar, 

S/o M. Venkatratnam, 

C/o M. Raparthi Subba Rao, 

Near Narayya Rice Mills, Yedida - 533308. 

...Petitioner 
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AND 

1. The Regional Manager/ 

Disc ipl inary Authority, 

Syndicate Bank, Regional Office, 

D.No. 40-5-19/19 & 20, Adam Arcade, 

1st floor, A. S. Rama Rao Road, 

Moghul Rajpuram, Vijayawada - 520 010. 

2 The General Manager(P)/ 

Appellate Authority, Personal Department, 

Syndicate Bank, Industrial Relations Division, 

Head Office, Manipal- 576119. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Jayaprakash Babu, 

Advocates. 

For the Respondent : Sri A) luff Krishnam Raju, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2 A (2) of the I. D. Act, 1947 
was filed by Sri M. Prema Manohar an ex. Employee of 
Syndicate Bank challenging the order of his termination 
dated 27-9-2005 and for reinstating him in the services of 
the bank with full back wages. 

2. It has been alleged by the Petitioner that he was 
appointed as temporary part time sweeper in Respondent 
bank on 2-1-1995 at Vakaiapudi branch and was confirmed 
In the service in the year 1997. During the year December, 
2002 after acquiring graduation degree he was promoted 
and posted as clerk to Mandapet branch, E.G. District. The 
Petitioner belongs to SC community. While working as 
clerk at Mandapet branch, the Chief Manager, Industrial 
Relations Division, Head Office, Manipal of the 
Respondent bank served an order No. 22/SUS/0089/ 
PD:IRD(W), dated 30-10-2003 placing the Petitioner under 
suspension with immediate effect pending enquiry into 
certain allegations that Petitioner was found to be 
ibeneficiary of certain fictitious loans at Vakaiapudi branch. 
The Petitioner was served with the charge-sheet bearing 
No. C G S/RO V J A/I RS/2004/14 dated 28-8-2004 alleging 
therein that the Petitioner workman colluded with one Sri 
Dharmendra in getting six loans sanctioned in the names 
of fictitious persons for an aggregate sum of Rs. 3.20 
lakhs out of which Rs. 1.50 lakhs was received by the 
Petitioner workman. The Petitioner workman has got a 
benami loan sanctioned to one Sri G. Subba Rao of Rs. 
2,40,000 for the purpose of setting up of a dairy farm but 
the Petitioner was the real beneficiary of the loan. Petitioner 
workman submitted his reply dated 6-4-2004 stating therein 
that his hand writing is not appearing on such documents 
and loans sanctioned to Sri G. Subba Rao was not a benami 
loan. He further denied his involvement in arranging six 
fictitious loans by colluding with Sri P. Dharmendra. The 


Disciplinary Authority was not satisfied with the reply 
and enquiry was ordered which was conducted on 
12-10-2004,13-10-2004 and 14-10-2004. Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report stating therein that benami loan taken 
by the Petitioner is not proved, whereas the allegation 
that he colluded with Sri P. Dharmendra in obtaining six 
fictitious loans in the names of six fictitious persons and 
appraising the amount received by way of fictitious loans 
was proved against him. A second show cause notice was 
issued to the Petitioner. Petitioner submitted his reply and 
stated that “that Sri P. Dharmendra said to be one of the 
beneficiary of the loans, who arranged the six fictitious 
persons, has filled in the forms and introduced those 
fictitious persons, he himself has drawn the entire amount ” 
as has been stated by Sri P. Dharmendra during course of 
enquiry who was produced as defence witness. During 
enquiry Sri P. Dharmendra has informed that he gave a 
statement dated 20-10-2003 which was obtained under 
coercion and threats, he has not made this complaint out 
of his sound will, but investigating officer has threatened 
to implicated him in the police case as such, he signed the 
statement, the Petitioner was not a party to the fictitious 
transaction nor Petitioner was beneficiary of the amount 
received by him, this reply was not considered by the 
Disciplinary Authorities and he made the order of dismissal 
from service on the basis of alleged circumstantial evidence 
which was not brought before the Enquiry Officer. The 
Petitioner preferred an appeal but the same was also 
dismissed. Hence, Petitioner has approached this tribunal. 
He has challenged the order of dismissal to be arbitrary, 
biased, illegal based on no evidence and has prayed that 
the dismissal order be quashed and he be reinstated in the 
service. The Petitioner has further challenged the domestic 
enquiry proceedings alleging biased and violation of 
principles of natural justice. 

3. Respondent bank has submitted counter 
statement wherein bank has submitted that Petitioner was 
initially appointed as part-time sweeper in December, 2002, 
he was promoted as clerk on acquiring degree of graduation 
and posted to Mandapet branch. It has further been 
submitted that while working at Vakaiapudi branch 
Petitioner was found to be beneficiary of certain fictitious 
loans arranged at his behest and also reportedly admitted 
to get certain fictitious loans at Mandapet branch. As the 
above acts of the Petitioner were very serious in nature 
and are against the interest of the bank, Petitioner was 
placed under suspension pending enquiry through order 
dated 30-10-2003. The matter was thoroughly investigated 
through the bank’s vigilance department and on receipt of 
the investigation report a charge-sheet dated 28-8-2004 
was issued to the Petitioner containing the charges alleged 
by the Petitioner in his claim statement. Petitioner denied 
the charges and submitted that he has defence to make, as 
such departmental enquiry was ordered and Enquiry Officer 
was appointed. The Enquiry Officer held enquiry 
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proceedings from 12-10-2004 to 14-10-2004 at Syndicate 
Hank, Kakinada branch. Petitioner participated in the 
enquiry along with defence representative, but Enquiry 
Officer submitted his report holding the charge of grave 
misconduct against the Petitioner as proved. The copy of 
enquiry report was sent to the Petitioner for making 
submission, the Petitioner submitted his representation. 
The Petitioner has challenged that Enquiry Officer has 
retied on the material which was documents of the 
management but was proved by the defence witness, the 
order of dismissal is arbitray, report is based on no 
evidence. Dismissal order was passed on the basis of 
enquiry report. 

* Petitioner preferred departmental appeal which 
> o dismissed. The Enquiry Officer has conducted in 
ad proper opportunity, ample opportunity was given 
1 ihe Petitioner. But, management has produced only 
• -se witnesses who were relevant for the purpose of the 
departmental enquiry. During departmental enquiry the 
management has to bring only such type of witnesses or 
evidence which may prove preponderance of probabilities 
to draw inference with the facts alleged to be more 
probable. During course of departmental enquiry, it is not 
the duty of the management to prove the charges beyond 
reasonable doubts. The probative value could be gauged 
from the facts and circumstances in a given case and during 
enquiry the standard of probability has to be considered. 
The Enquiry Officer has considered this aspect of the 
matter and has based his finding on the preponderance 
and probability. During course of enquiry defence witness 
Sri P. Dharmendra stated that he does not know the 
residence of the Petitioner, but to another question of the 
management whether he met Sri Prem Manohar on 
10-1 -2003 or on 20-10-2003, he replied that he met Sri Prem 
Manohar on 10-1 -2003 and also on 20-10-2003 in front of 
the Petitioner’s house. Not only that Sri P. Dharmendra 
has admitted that he colluded with the Petitioner in 
arranging the fictitious persons and arranging them in 
names of fictitious persons. That Sri P. Dharmendra, was 
the witness of the defence, his statement is relevant for 
the purpose of the proof of the misconduct committed by 
the Petitioner workman, in that case, the Enquiry Officer 
has not committed any mistake in considering the 
statement of Sri P. Dharmendra. There was no prejudice 
caused to the Petitioner. The father-in-Law of the Petitioner 
has also admitted that Petitioner has obtained fictitious 
loans in the name of Sri G. Subba Rao as such, ample 
evidence was there before the Enquiry Officer. The 
allegation of the Petitioner that Enquiry Officer submitted 
report on no evidence is incorrect. The action taken against 
the Petitioner is neither excessive nor disproportionate. 
Since Petitioner has caused loss detrimental to the interest 
of the bank, his continuance in the service was not found 
to be justified and he was dismissed from the service. 
There is no force in the claim statement and deserves to 
be dismissed. 


5. Both the parties were directed to produce their 
respective evidence. Petitioner workman has filed 20 
documents turning into 135 pages which is nothing but 
the entire departmental proceeding the evidence relied 
upon by the Enquiry Officer and produced before the 
Enquiry Officer from both the sides. Same way, the 
Respondent has also produced 20 documents all produced 
before the Enquiry Officer which run into 133 pages 
consists of charge sheet, investigating officers’ report, 
report of Sri P. Dharmendra dated 20-10-2003, letter of Sri 
B. RqjaRao, Father-in-Law of the Petitioner complaining 
that the Petitioner has taken loan of Rs. 1,90,000 in the 
name of G. Subba Rao and the writer of this letter has 
offered documents standing in the name of his mother-in- 
law Smt. Chantamma and Smt. Subhadramma, though the 
writer of this letter is not aware as to who is G. Subba Rao, 
he undertook to pay the amount. The management has 
also filed xerox copy of the form etc. 

6 . I have heard both the counsels and has gone 
through the entire material placed before this tribunal. 
Before discussing the case under Sec. 11 A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947, the question of legality and validity of 
the domestic enquiry was considered by this tribunal and 
by the order dated 23-4-2010, the domestic enquiry was 
held to be legal and valid, however the question as to the 
Enquiry Officer was left upon to be considered at the 
merits. 

7. It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for 
the Petitioner workman under Sec. 11 A that the finding of 
the Enquiry Officer is perverse and it is based on no 
evidence. No evidence was produced by management 
before the Enquiry Officer that Petitioner has arranged for 
any of the fictitious persons or he filled in the forms of 
fictitious account openers or he has parted money with 
Sri P. Dharmendra. Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has 
argued that no doubt, Sri P. Dharmendra is the person 
who has produced six fictitious borrowers he arranged 
those borrowers, he introduced those borrowers, he was 
having account in his mother’s name in the branch from 
where he has arranged for fictitious loans and it was he 
who has colluded with the Branch Manager and has 
pocketed the money. It has further been argued by the 
Learned Counsel for the workman that Sri P. Dharmendra’s 
letter dated 20-10-2003 is an outcome of threat and undue 
influence given by the investigating officer during course 
of investigation, as such, the complaint dated 20-10-2003 
given by Sri P. Dharmendra to the bank authority has no 
evidentiary value and finding based on this document is 
prejudicial and without any basis, because, Sri P. 
Dharmendra has written another letter in Telugu addressed 
to the Branch Manager that he has taken fictitious loan of 
Rs. 3,10,000 and he has falsely implicated Sri Prem Manohar 
in his earlier letter and Sri Prem Manohar has no concern 
with these loans and Sri P. Dharmendra has undertaken to 
repay the loan. Thus, no credence can be given to the 


2550 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MARCH 26,2011/CHAITRA 5,1933 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


testimony of Sri P. Dharmendra regarding his statement to 
tHe Q.No.23 put forth at the time of enquiry wherein it was 
asked: 

“Q.No.23 :1 put it to you that you in collusion with 
M. Prem Manohar, got the six accounts opened at 
VHkalapudi branch and got the PBS loans by producing 
fajke salary certificates and undertaking letter and paid 
h*!f of the amount to Mr. Prem Manohar as his share and 
confirmed the same in writing vide MEX.4 7. what do you 
say? 

Ans: Yes, but I have not paid any amount to Mr. 
Prem Manohar as written in my letter.” 

8 . Learned Counsel for the Petitioner has argued 
that no doubt Sri P. Dharmendra has said Yes, to the 
Q.No.23, asked to him during course of enquiry but at the 
sime time he has said that he has not paid any amount to 
Mr. Manohar, thus, complicity of Sri P. Dharmendra can 
not be said to have been proved in the fraudulent 
transaction of the fictitious loans and the charges to this 
effect was also not proved. 

9 As against this argument of the Learned Counsel 
for the Petitioner workman the Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has argued that the departmental proceeding 
is not a criminal proceeding.. During course of enquiry in 
a departmental proceeding only probabilities and 
preponderance of the misconduct alleged to have been 
cpmmitted by the charge sheeted employee had to be 
proved. There is no need to prove the charges beyond 
reasonable doubts so, the standard of the proof in the 
course of departmental proceeding is not of that high 
standard which is desirable in the case of criminal 
proceedings. If the material placed before the Enquiry 
Officer goes to show that probabilities tending to draw 
the inference that the .fact alleged must be more probability 
has been proved is sufficient to hold the charges proved 
against a charge sheeted employee. In the present case 
the enquiry was conducted by investigating officer who 
\*as an independent person. During course of his 
investigation he has appeared as MWI before the Enquiry 
Officer Sri K.L. Ram, the Senior Manager, Vigilance 
appeared before the Enquiry Officer, he has stated that he 
hjas collected MExl to MEx79. During course of 
investigation out of which MEx45, MEx 50 letter of Sri P. 
Dharmendra was addressed to him wherein Sri P. 
Dharmendra informed him that he along with Sri Manohar 
arranged for six fictitious loans both of them had been 
colluded and opened the fictitious accounts, Sri P. 
Manohar has helped him in opening accounts, they 
secured loan of Rs.3,10,000 out of which Rs. 1,50,000 has 
been given to Sri P. Manohar. No doubt, Sri P. Dharmendra 
retracted from his earlier stand and through another letter 
he has stated that he alone has taken the loan and pocketed 


the entire amount, no amount was paid to Sri P. Manohar. 
However, Petitioner himself has stated that following the 
directives of the R.B.I., “Know Your Customer” norms, 
those who introduce new customers has to sign on SB 
Account Opening Form. He has further stated in his own 
statement that “he was learning the process of opening 
the accounts etc., because he was aspiring for promotion 
to the post of clerk,” before the Enquiry Officer. He has 
further stated that he took the payment in the name of Sri 
G. Subba Rao, who signed on the leaves of cheque and 
got the cheque to collect the amount from bank. He has 
stated that he has filled in the SB Account form of G Subba 
Rao in the interest of customer service. But he has denied 
filling up the forms of other five fictitious loanees. 
However, he has admitted that he knows Sri P. Dharmendra 
as customer of the bank. He has further stated that in the 
interest of the bank he persuaded Sri G Subba Rao, to 
keep the loan account regularly. The statement of the 
Petitioner shows that he is known to Sri P. Dharmendra 
and is close to Sri P. Dharmendra and Sri P. Dharmendra in 
his cross examination at Q.No.23 which was put before 
him “that he in collusion with Sri P. Manohar got six bank 
accounts opened at Vakalapudi branch and got the PBS 
loans sanctioned by producing fake salary certificates and 
undertaking letter and paid half amount to Sri P. Manohar 
as his share and confirmed the same in writing vide MEx 
47" has answered ,‘Yes’. This prove that the Petitioner in 
collusion with Sri P. Dharmendra, who is the own witness 
of the Petitioner during departmental proceeding has been 
instrumental in opening six fictitious loan accounts and 
draw fictitious loan as such, it can not be said that there 
was no evidence before the Enquiry Officer to prove the 
charges against the Petitioner workman. There was 
sufficient material before the Enquiry Officer to come to a 
conclusion that there is probabilities and preponderance 
of complicity of the Petitioner with Sri P. Dharmendra in 
opening and drawing the amount which was detrimental 
to the interest of the bank, as such, the finding of the 
Enquiry Officer is not without evidence. 

10. In this case this tribunal has to consider, 

(I) Whether the finding of the Enquiry Officer is 
perverse and without evidence? 

(II) The action of the management is justified and 
legal or not? 

(III) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

11. Point Nos (1) & (II): Both the questions and points 
are interrelated, they can be disposed off by a common 
discussion. As has been diseased and argued by Learned 
Counsel for both the parties, it is undisputed that Petitioner 
was appointed as part time sweeper and he was promoted 
as clerk in the management bank in the year December, 
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2002, The allegation that Petitioner with collusion of Sri P. 
Dharmendra has arranged for fictitious persons for opening 
of the six accounts and for sanctioning of loans, to which 
there is the letter written by Sri P. Dharmendra dated 
20-10-2003 addressed to the Enquiry Officer which is 
marked as MEx47, wherein Sri P. Dharmendra has admitted 
before the investigating officer who was not a Police Officer, 
but an officer of the bank that he in collusion with the 
bank’s part time sweeper and at the time of the sanctioned 
loan, clerk has arranged for six fictitious persons, opened 
their accounts without proper documents and withdrawn 
loan amount from the bank and pocketed by sharing half 
and half. This Sri P. Dharmendra has been produced by 
the Petitioner workman himself as defence witness and 
during course of his cross examination a specific question 
was put forward before Sri P. Dharmendra regarding his 
collusion and opening of the fictitious accounts in names 
of fictitious persons on the basis of forged and fictitious 
documents receiving the sanctioned loan and parting that 
loan amount in between Sri P. Dharmendra and Sri P. 
Manohar, the Petitioner. To this definite question No.23, 
Sri P. Dharmendra has replied, ‘Yes’ though he has further 
stated that no amount was paid to Sri P. Manohar, but 
even if the amount is not paid, the complicity of Sri P. 
Manohar in opening the fictitious loan accounts in name 
of fictitious persons and helping Sri P. Dharmendra in 
obtaining the fictitious loan which was detrimental to the 
interest of the bank is sufficient to prove the charges 
against the Petitioner workman. The Petitioner is employee 
of the bank, his duty is to protect the interest of the bank 
but instead of protecting the interest of the bank he has 
encouraged his known person to draw fictitious amounts 
by producing fictitious certificates and persons. Thus, 
misconduct is very serious and detrimental to the 
interests of the bank. Sri K.L. Ramu has done detailed 
investigation in the matter, he appeared before the 
Enquiry Officer and given detailed factual position along 
with the documentary evidence in the form of MEx.I to 
MEx.79 to show that the Petitioner’s conduct was 
detrimental to the interest of bank. He was in collusion 
with Sri P. Dharmendra though the Petitioner say that he 
do not know Sri P. Dharmendra or Sri P. Dharmendra states 
that he does know the residence of Sri P. Manohar. 
However, Sri P. Dharmendra has admitted that he met 
Petitioner on 10-1-2003 and again on 20-10-2003 in front 
of the house of the Petitioner in the morning while going 
to the bank. This evidence is ample to preponderate that 
there is complicity in between the Petitioner and Sri P. 
Dharmendra and whatever Sri P. Dharmendra has done is 
at the behest of the Petitioner who was a clerk in the 
bank and well known about the working of the bank how 
to open account of a loan etc., and has helped Sri P. 
Dharmendra in opening fictitious accounts of six persons 
on basis of fictitious or bogus documents. Thus, it can 


not be said that the findings arrived at by the Enquiry 
Officer is perverse or is based on no evidence. I am of the 
opinion that the finding of the Enquiry Officer is based on 
evidence. There is no perversity or legality in it. 

12. It is proved that the Petitioner was involved in 
the opening of the fictitious accounts of the six fictitious 
persons in collusion with Sri P. Dharmendra who is a 
person known to the Petitioner. Even if it is presumed 
that Petitioner has not received any amount from Sri P. 
Dharmendra and entire amount has been utilized by Sri P. 
Dharmendra for his own interest or benefit. The Petitioner 
being an employee of the bank can not be absolved of 
his liabilities. The Petitioner has not acted as a 
responsible employee of the bank whose duty is to 
protect the interests of the bank and thus, the Petitioner 
is also equally liable for the withdrawal of the fictitious 
loans and management has not committed any illegality 
or unjustifiability in dismissing the Petitioner from the 
service because, such an employee is not desirable in a 
financial institution like bank and the management has 
not committed any illegality in dismissing the services of 
the Petitioner. The action of the management is fully 
legal and justified and point Nos. (1) and (II) are decided 
accordingly. 

13. Point No. (Ill) : It has been held that Petitioner 
workman’s punishment is neither excessive nor 
disproportionate as such, he is not entitled for any relief, 
no leniency could be shown to the Petitioner, he does not 
deserve any sympathetic attitude. Point No.(III) is decided 
accordingly. 

14. From the above discussion, this tribunal is of 
the opinion that this petition is devoid of merits and 
deserves to be dismissed and it is dismissed. Hence, this 
award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 18th day of 
January, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for 
the Respondent 

NIL 


Witnesses examined for 
the Petitioner 


NIL 


Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

NIL 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 848.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L.C. 
No. 10/2003 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of JNIDB/lndustrial Development Bank 
of India and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 22-2-2011. 

[No. L-39025/1/2010-IR (B-Il)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT: Shri VED PRAKASH G AUR, Presiding 
Officer 

Dated the 20th day of January, 2011 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L. C.No. 10/2003 


Between: 

Sri K. Chennam Raju, 

S/o Rangaiah, 

C/oH.N.2-2-1137/8/l/B/l, 

New Nallakunta, Hyderabad. 

...Petitioner 


AND 

1. The Director, 

The Jawarharlal Nehru Institute for 
Development Banking (JNIDB), 

Gachibowli, Ranga Reddy District. 

2. The Chairman, 

The Industrial Development Bank of India, 

IDBI Tower, Cuffe Parada, 

Bombay-400 005. 

.Respondents 


APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy & 

B. V. Chandrasekhar, 

Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. C. Niranjan Rao & M. 

Subramanya Sastry 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2 A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri K. Chennam Raju challeging the 
order of termination of service dated 15-3-1995 by the 
Respondent No. 1. 

2. Petitioner submitted that he was appointed as a 
sweeper w.e.f. 20-11 -1992. The nature of work discharged 
by the Petitioner was of permanent and continuous nature 
and as he protested for being treated as contract labourer 
he was terminated from service w.e.f. 15-3-1995 to avoid 
his absorption in the company. Petitioner filed W. P. No. 
34943 of 1997 joining other employees similarly situated 
for absorption, however, the writ petition was permitted to 
be withdrawn on 11 -6-2002 to approach appropriate forum, 
hence this petition. He prayed to direct Respondents to 
reinstate the Petitioner with back w&ges, continuity of 
service and other benefits. 

3. Respondents’ filed counter statement stating 
therein that Jawarharlal Nehru Institute for Development 
Banking was set up in 1991 by Industrial Development 
Bank of India, with a view to strengthen and upgrade the 
skills of banking professionals in India and abroad as 
well as to act as a focal point for research in respect of 
development banking and hence, JNIDB has no separate 
legal status. It is submitted that Petitioner was appointed 
by M/s. Ramkay Security Services and Maintenance 
Services Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad and all the wages and other 
benefits are paid by the said contractor as such there is 
no employee-employer relationship between the 
Petitioner and the Respondent. It is further submitted 
that Petitioner was never appointed as watchman by the 
Respondent No.l on 20-11-1992 and he was never 
terminated from Service w.e.f. 15-3-1995. Respondent have 
entrusted the worlfc of security to an outside contractor 
and there is no question of appointing Petitioner directly 
by Respondents. Moreover, this petition is raised after a 
lapse of 9 years. The Petition is devoid of merits hence, 
Petitioner be dismissed. 

4. Petitioner has filed affidavit as examination in chief 
and got cross examined by Respondent as WW1 and he 
reiterated the facts mentioned in the claim statement. He 
filed Ex.Wl representation regarding union demands to 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), R. R. District 
dated ,16-5-95, Ex.W2 xerox copy of order passed in W. P. 
No. 34943/1997. 
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5. Respondent have filed chief examination affidavit 
of Sri B. S. K. Kiran, Deputy General Manager in the 
Respondent No.l organization. MWI has filed three 
documents, bunch of bills submitted by M/s Ramkay 
Security and Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd., copy of letter 
issued by 1st Respondent to M/s Ramkay Security and 
Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd., dt.9-3-95, copy of letter 
issued by 1st Respondent to M/s Ramkay Security and 
Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd., dt. 13-3-95. 

6. Case is fixed for cross examination of MWI, on 
7-12-2010 counsel for the Petitioner informed that workman 
is not interested to proceed with the case, hence, evidence 
be closed and orders be passed. Accordingly, MWl’s 
evidence is closed and also as per Petitioner’s counsel 
Petitioner is not interested to proceed with the case. 

7. Both the parties have lead their evidence, no 
doubt, at the time of cross examination of Respondent 
witness Petitioner’s counsel has stated that his client is 
not interested to proceed with the case. This tribunal is 
duty bound to consider the merits of the case on the basis 
of the evidence produced by the parties. 

8. I have considered and gone through the claim 
statement, counter statement and evidence of the 
workman and that of the Respondent man. The 
workman’s contention is that he is the employee of 
Respondent No. 1 and Respondent No. 1 has appointed 
him and terminated him illegally without following the 
procedure of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. However, the 
Petitioner workman has not filed any material to prove 
that any appointment order was issued by the 
Respondent No. 1. In his cross examination he has stated 
that he filed an industrial dispute before Labour Court 
No.3 as I. D. No. 265/95 that claim petition was withdrawn 
by him and the Labour Court has dismissed the claim 
petition as not pressed. Against that order the Petitioner 
has approached Hon’ble High Court. However, he has 
stated that he it is not correct to suggest that Hon’ble 
High Court has dismissed his writ petition vide Ex.W2. 
Whereas Ex. W2 is the own document of the Petitioner 
workman, wherein Hon’ble High Court has dismissed the 
writ petition as withdrawn, as such, the statement of the 
Petitioner that he does not know the outcome of the writ 
petition or that his writ petition was dismissed is devoid 
of any merit. 

9. No other document was filed by the workman to 
prove that he was ever appointed by the Respondent No. 1 
or he was dismissed by Respondent No.l as such, this 
tribunal is of the opinion that there is no relationship of 
master and servant between the Petitioner and Respondent 
No. I. This petition is devoid of any merit. Petitioner does 
not deserve any relief from this tribunal and petition 
deserves to be dismissed. Workman is not entitled for any 
relief. Hence, this award. 


Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 20th day of 
January, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR. Presiding Office'; 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent: 

WWI: Sri K. Chennam Raju MWI: Sri B. S. K /irar 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

EX.W1: Copy of representation regarding demands of 
union to Assistant Labour Commissioner (C). R. 
R. District dated 16-5-95. 

EX.W2: Copy of order passed in WPNo. 34943/1997 dated 
11 - 6 - 2002 . 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

EX.M1; Copy of bunch of bills submitted by M/s Ramkay 
Security and Maintenance Services Pvt., Ltd., 

EX.M2: Copy of letter issued by 1st Respondent to M/s 
Ramkay Security and Maintenance Services Pvt. 
Ltd., dt. 9-3-1995. 

EX.M3; Copy of letter issued by 1st Respondent to M/s 
Ramkay Security and Maintenance Services Pvt. 
Ltd., dt. 13-3-95. 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

I S.O. 849.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. L.C. 

No. 6/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute»between the employers in relation 
to the management of JNIDB/Industrial Development Bank 
of India and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 22-2-2011. 

[No. L-39025/1/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTR1BUN ALCUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 20th day of January, 2011 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L. C. No. 6/2004 
Between: 

Sri S. Vithal, 

S/o Venkataiah, 

C/oH.No. 2-2-1137/8/1/B/l, 

New Naliakunta, Hyderabad. 

...Petitioner 


1. The Director, 

The Jawaharlal Nehru Institute for 
Development Banking (JN1DB), 

Gachibowli, Ranga Reddy District. 

2. The Chairman, 

The Industrial Development Bank of India, 

IDBI Tower, Cuffe Parada, 

Bombay-400 005. 

.Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. B. G. Ravindra Reddy, S. 

Prabhakar Reddy, P. 
Srinivasulu & 

B. V. Chandrasekhar, 
Advocates 

For the Respondent : M/s. C. Niranjan Rao & M. 

Subramanya Sastry, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri D. Vithal challeging the order of 
termination of service dated 15-3-1995 by the Respondent 
No. 1. 

2. Petitioner submitted that he was appointed as a 
sweeper w.e.f. 3-4-1991. The nature of work discharged by 
the Petitioner was of permanent and continuous nature 
and as he protested for being treated as contract labourer 
he was terminated from service w.e.f. 15-3-1995 to avoid 
his absorption in the company. Petitioner filed W. P. No. 
34943 of 1997 joining other employees similarly situated 
for absorption, however, the writ petition was permitted to 
be withdrawn on 11-6-2002 to approach appropriate forum, 
hence this petition. He prayed to direct Respondents to 
reinstate the Petitioner with back wages, continuity of 
service and other benefits. 


3. Respondents’ filed counter statement stating 
therein that Jawaharlal Nehru Institute for Development 
Banking was set up in 1991 by Industrial Development 
Bank of India, with a view to strengthen and upgrade the 
skills of banking professionals in India and abroad as well 
as to act as a focal point for research in respect of 
development banking and hence, JNIDB has no separate 
legal status. It is submitted that Petitioner was appointed 
by M/s. Ramkay Security Services and Maintenance 
Services Pvt. Ltd., Hyderabad and all the wages and other 
benefits are paid by the said contractor as such there is no 
employee-employer relationship between the Petitioner and 
the Respondent. It is further submitted that Petitioner was 
never appointed as watchman by the Respondent No. 1 on 
3-4-1991 and he was never terminated from service w.e.f. 
15-3-1995. Respondent have entrusted the work of security 
to an outside contractor and there is no question of 
appointing Petitioner directly by Respondents. Moreover, 
this petition is raised after a lapse of 9 years. The Petition 
is devoid of merits hence, Petition be dismissed. 

4. Petitioner has examined himself as WW1 
reiterating the facts mentioned in the claim statement. He 
filed xerox copy of order passed in W.P.No.34943/1997 
marked as Ex.Wl. Ex.W2 is the union demands 
representation to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), 
R.R. District dated 16-5-95. In the cross examination he 
desposed that one Mr. Krishna Murthy, used to be 
incharge of the R1 used to allot duties to him. It is true 
that Respondent has never given him any appointment 
order or increment order. 

5. Respondent have filed chief examination affidavit 
of Sri B.S.K. Kiran, Deputy General Manager in the 
Respondent No. 1 organization. He has stated in his affidavit 
that Petitioner has not filed any documentary evidence to 
show employer-employee relationship between Respondent 
No. 1 and the Petitioner. MW1 has filed three documents, 
bunch of bills submitted by M/s. Ramkay Security and 
Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd., copy of letter issued by 1 st 
Respondent to M/s. Ramkay Security and Maintenance 
Services Pvt., Ltd., dtd. 9-3-95, copy of letter issued by 1 st 
Respondent to M/s. Ramkay Security and Maintenance 
Services Pvt., Ltd., dtd. 13-3-95. 

6 . Case is fixed for cross examination of MW1, on 
7-12-2010 counsel for the Petitioner informed that workman 
is not interested to proceed with the case, hence, evidence 
be closed and orders be passed. Accordingly, MWl’s 
evidence is closed and also as per Petitioner’s counsel 
Petitioner is not interested to proceed with the case. 

7. Both the parties have lead their evidence, no 
doubt, at the time of cross examination of Respondent 
witness Petitioner’s counsel has stated that his client is 
not interested to proceed with the case. This tribunal is 
duty bound to consider the merits of the case on the basis 
of the evidence produced by the parties. 




H. i| i liMtIMI 




-HIM H ii 4l 41 






[ *7FT II—3(ii)] 


: ^ 26 , 2011 /^ 5 , 1933 


8 . I have considered and gone through the claim 
statement, counter statement and evidence of the workman 
and that of the Respondent man. The workman’s 
contention is that he is the employee of Respondent No.l 
and Respondent No.l has appointed him and terminated 
him illegally without following the procedure of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. However, the Petitioner workman has 
not filed any material to prove that any appointment order 
was issued by the Respondent No. 1. In his cross 
examination he has stated that he filed an industrial dispute 
before Labour Court No.3 as I.D. No. 265/95 that claim 
petition was withdrawn by him and the Labour Court has 
dismissed the claim petition as not pressed. Against that 
order the Petitioner has approached Hon’ble High Court. 
However, he has stated that it is not cprrect to suggest 
that Hon’ble High Court has dismissed his writ petition 
vide Ex.WL Whereas Ex. W1 is the own document of the 
Petitioner workman, wherein Hon’ble High Court has 
dismissed the writ petition as withdrawn, as such, the 
statement of the Petitioner that he does not know the 
outcome of the writ petition or that his writ petition was 
dismissed is devoid of any merit. 

9. No other document was filed by the workman to 
prove that he was ever appointed by the Respondent No. 1 
or he was dismissed by Respondent No.l as such, this 
tribunal is of the opinion that there is no relationship of 
master and servant between the Petitioner and Respondent 
No.l. This petition is devoid of any merit. Petitioner does 
not deserve any relief from this tribunal and petition 
deserves to be dismissed. Workman is not entitled for any 
relief. Hence, this award. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 20th day of 
January, 2011. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

\\ itnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

W W1: Sri S. Vithal MW1: Sri B.S.K. Kiran 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 

Ex. W1: Copy of order passed in WP No.34943/1997 dated 
11 - 6 - 2002 . 

Ex.W2: Copy of representation regarding demands of 
union to Assistant Labour Commissioner^), R.R. 
District dated 16-5-95. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.M 1: Copy of bunch of bills submitted by M/s. Ramkay 
Security and Maintenance Services Pvt. Ltd. 
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Ex.M2: Copy of letter issued by 1st Respondent to 
M/s. Ramkay Security and Maintenance Services 
Pvt. Ltd., dtd. 9-3-1995. 

Ex.M3: Copy of letter issued by 1st Respondent to 
M/s. Ramkay Security and Maintenance Services 
Pvt. Ltd., dtd. 13-3-95. 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 850.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. L.C. No. 106/ 
2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Visakhapatnam Port Trust and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-2-2011. 

[ No. L-39025/1/2010-IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTR1ALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present: Shri VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 17th day of January, 2010 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.N 0 .106/2007 
Between: 

Sri B.V. Suresh, 

S/o Late Tata Rao, 

D.No. 48-10-15/1, 

Opp: RTC Complex, 

Visakhapatnam -16. 

...Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chairman, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Administrative Office Building, 

Port Area, Visakhapatnam - 35. 
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The Chief Mechanical Engineer, 

Visakhapatnam Port Trust, 

Administrative Office Building, 

Port Area, Visakhapatnam -35. 

. . .Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. S. Rama Rao & D. 

Jagannadha Murthy, 
Advocates. 

For the Respondent : M/s. Alluri Krishnam 
Raju, Advocates. 

AWARD 

This petition under Sec. 2 A(2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
has been filed by Sri B. V. Suresh, an ex. employee ol 
Visakhapatnam Port Trust challenging the order of dismissal 
frofn service dated 5-4-2002 which was confirmed through 
order dated 30-8-2002 and 27-2-2004 and to reinstate him in 
the service with back wages. 

2. It has been alleged by the workman that he was 
appointed as Khalasi in the management department on 
24^7-1998 on compassionate ground as the father of the 
Petitioner expired in an accident on duty. While to, the 
Petitioner was issued with a charge-sheet for major penalty 
under Regulation 10 of Visakhapatnam Port Employees 
(Classification, Control and Appeal) Regulations, 1968 
alleging therein that he was irregular in attending to his 
duties. He is in habit of absenting from duty and submits 
belated leave applications to cover the period of his absent. 
He is intentionally away from the duty for no valid reasons. 
It Vvas further alleged that Petitioner availed 10 days leave 
dufing period 22-12-2001 to 8-2-2002, out of which two 
da^s leave was not granted, thus he violated Regulation 
3( | )3 (3-A) (b) of Visakhapatnam Port Employees (Conduct) 
Regulations, 1964. Petitioner submitted his explanation to 
the charge-sheet explaining the reasons of his absence 
and informed the management that his mother is dependent 
ort him who is inflicted with jaundice and she was to be 
given frequent allopathic and ayurvedic medicines and to 
visit the Doctors and as such, he requested the management 
tobe sympathetic and exonerate him from the charges, the 
same was not considered by the management and domestic 
enquiry was ordered and conducted and after receipt of 
the report of the Enquiry Officer the Petitioner was removed 
from the service vide proceedings dated 5-7-2002. He 
ppeferred an appeal which was rejected vide proceedings 
dqted 30-8-2002 a review petition was filed and it was rejected 
vide proceedings dated 27-4-2004. Hence, the Petitioner 
has approached this tribunal for quashment of the dismissal 
order and raised this industrial dispute. 

3. Respondent management has filed counter 
statement alleging therein that the Petitioner workman has 
admitted all the allegations levelled against him, thus, the 
present industrial dispute is not maintainable. The 


Respondent management has not violated any statutory 
provision or rule. The enquiry was conducted as per rules, 
the Petitioner workman was offered fair and proper 
opportunity to participate in the enquiry proceeding. He 
participated in the proceeding. Enquiry Officer submitted 
his report holding that the Petitioner remained absent 
without any reason. During course of enquiry to ascertain 
the correct position why the Petitioner used to remain 
absent, the mother and sister of the Petitioner were called 
upon by the Disciplinary Authority who informed the 
Disciplinary Authority that she is maintaining good health 
and stated that workman used to sleep at home even during 
the day time, that she is insisting and asking him to go for 
the duty but he seldom obeyed her. The Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report dated 20-6-2002 holding the charge 
proved. On the basis of.information from mother and sister 
and the enquiry report, the Petitioner was dismissed from 
service. He preferred appeal which was rejected and he 
was removed from service on the cogent grounds. 

4. Parties were given opportunity to produce their 
evidence. Workman and management both have filed their 
affidavit and counter affidavit separately. Management 
has filed the entire proceedings book of the enquiry 
proceeding which consists of 65 pages and 39 documents. 

5. Before hearing the parties under Sbc. 11A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 the question legality and 
validity of the domestic enquiry was considered first. 
Learned Counsel for the Petitioner workman, filed memo 
dated 24-7-2010 stating therein that he does not challenge 
the legality and validity of the domestic enquiry and it may 
be declared valid on the basis ofthis memo domestic enquiry 
was held to be legal and valid and the case wfis posted for 
argument. 

6 . Both the parties were heard under Jlec.llA of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 on the merit of the case and 
for determination of legality and validity anti credence of 
the dismissal order. It has been argued by the Learned 
Counsel for the workman that the present workman was 
appointed on compassionate ground tind he is of 
adolescent age, he was looking after his mother’s illness 
and that was the reason, he remained absefit on some of 
the occasions. He was served with die charge-sheet for his 
absenteeism for the period from 22-12-2001 ft) 8-2-2002 out 
of which only two days leave was not sanctioned to him 
and he remained absent for 10 days i.e, 12 days absence. 
Even if it is presumed that the factum of absence of the 
Petitioner for 12 days had been prov ed by the management 
during course of the enquiry, for absence of only 12 days, 
a workman should not be punished with dismissal from the 
service. He has further argued that no doubt, the domestic 
enquiry was conducted and Petitioner workman has 
participated in such enquiry. The management states that 
the mother of the Petitioner wap called upon by the 
Disciplinary Authority and the statement was recorded but 
there is no evidence or statement of the mother of the 
Petitioner workman produced before this tribunal to prove 
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that Petitioner’s mother stated before the Disciplinary 
Authority, the Petitioner used to sleep during day time and 
he is not obeying his mother though his mother is asking 
him to go and perform his duties. He further argued that 
before the charge sheeted period the Petitioner is alleged 
to be absent for 5 days during 6-11-2001 to 11-12-2001, but 
that period has not taken into consideration nor for that 
period any charge sheet was given to the Petitioner. Thus 
the absence for only ten days or 12 days or even for 
23-5-2001 to 30-8-2001 is not such a misconduct for which 
Punishment of dismissal could be said to be appropriate 
punishment. The Petitioner is the sole bread winner of his 
<amily, his father expired while working under the 
Respondent management as such, a lenient and 
humanitarian approach should have been adopted by the 
r. .mugement while imposing the punishment on the 
1 er e oner. 

7. As against this, argument of the Learned 
C ounsel for the workman. Learned Counsel for the 
Respondent has argued that the Petitioner remained 
absent from 6-11-2001 to 11-12-2001, 22-12-2001 to 
26-12-2001, 23-5-2001 to 13-8-2001 and 3-4-2002 to 
1 2-4-2002 as such, under clause 3(1)3 (3-8)(b) of the 
Visakhapatnam Employees Conduct Regulations, 1964 
such action of the Petitioner workman is grave 
misconduct and he deserves to be dismissed from service 
and the management has not committed any illegality in 
dismissing the Petitioner from service. 

8. In the light of the above submissions of Learned 
Counsel for the parties and documents produced by 
Respondent management, this tribunal has to consider, 

(I) Whether the action of the management in 
dismissing the services of the Petitioner is legal and 

justified? 

(II) To what relief if any the Petitioner is entitled for ? 

9. Point No, (I): In order to consider this important 
question, I have gone through the departmental proceeding 
book. There is no report of marine engineer dated 
19-12-2001 the marine engineer informed that the workman 
Sri B. V. Suresh has been absenting from duty from 
*16-11-2001 to that date. What action has been taken on 
this letter is not disclosed. There is another report dated 
27-12-2001 through which it has been informed that the 
workman Sri B.V. Suresh was absent from 22-12-2001 to 
2 6-12-2001 and reported for duty on 27-12-2001. The charge 
sheet shows that the Petitioner was asked to explain 
regarding absence from duty from 22-12-2001 to 18-2-2002 
out of which two days leave was not granted to him and he 
absented for 12 days. This is the only charge which was 
levelled against the Petitioner though there is another report 
dated 12-4-2002 through which it was reported that Sri B.V. 
Suresh remained absent on 1-4-2002 and from 3-4-2002 to 

12-4-2002. The entire allegation made against the Petitioner 
goes to show that Petitioner was absent from 22-12-2001 to 
26-12-2001 though there is not report of absenteeism from 


22-12-2001 to 8-2-2002 thus, the charges levelled against 
the Petitioner workman that he remained absent during 
22-12-2001 to 8-2-2002, does not appear to be correct 
because, it has further been stated in the charge sheet 
that during this period he has availed 10 days leave and 
two days leave has not been granted to him though he 
remained absent for 12 days. This shows that during 
22-12-2001 to 8-2-2002 Petitioner has remained absent for 
two days without leave and for this period of absence the 
services of the Petitioner should not have been terminated 
because two days absence is not very serious 
misconduct. Again if it is taken that Petitioner was absent 
from 3-4-2002 to 12-4-2003, that comes to 10 days absence 
and 10 days absence is also not of such a serious nature 
for which services of the workman could have been 
terminated. Thus, in my view the Petitioner who is an 
adolescent who was appointed on the compassionate 
ground should have been given opportunity to modify 
and correct himself and the dismissal order is unjustified 
and it is excessive and disproportionate to the misconduct 
committed by the workman and deserves to be quashed. 
Point No.(I) is decided accordingly. 

10. Point No. (H) : This tribunal has to come to the 
conclusion that the punishment imposed on the workman 
is disproportionate and excessive hence, the dismissal order 
deserves to be set aside and in place of dismissal order a 
punishment of stoppage of five increments will be 
appropriate and proper punishment in the present case. 
Petitioner deserves to be reinstated in the service. However, 
he shall not be entitled for full back wages. He will be given 
only I/3rd of the back wages for the period he filed this 
petition before this tribunal. However, he shall not be entitled 
for any back wages during the period, he did not prefer this 
petition before this tribunal. Point No.(II) is decided 
accordingly. 

11. It has been argued by the Learned Counsel for 
the Respondent that Petitioner has filed this petition after 
3V 2 years and as such, the petition deserves to be 
dismissed. I have considered this argument. The legislation 
in his wisdom has not fixed any period of limitation to file a 
petition under Sec.2A(2) when this petition was presented 
before this tribunal, as such, it can not be said that the 
petition is barred by limitation or is not maintainable for the 
delay and latches. 

12. As the Petitioner deserves to be reinstated, the 
dismissal order is quashed, the Respondent management 
is directed to reinstate the Petitioner within two months 
from the publication of award. After the reinstatement the 
Petitioner shall be entitled to the extent of 1/3rd back wages 
of basic pay which he was getting at the time of his 
dismissal order that too for the period he presented this 
petition before this tribunal and till the date of his 
reinstatement. He will not be entitled for any back wages 
during the period, he did not prefeV this petition. Parties 
shall bear their costs. 
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Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 17th day of 
January, 2010. 

VED PRAKASH GAUR, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for Witnesses examined for 

the Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 851.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CGIT/ 
NGP-31/2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Bank of Maharashtra and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 24-2-2011. 

[No. L-12012/197/2001 -IR (B-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNUEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/31/2002 

Date: 22-02-2011. 

Party No. 1 The Regional Manager, 

Bank of Maharashtra, Regional Office, 
Sudhir Colony Road, Akola -440005. 

Versus 


Party No.2 : Shri Sudhir Devidas Nage, 

C/o Sharma's House, Gali No.5, Namuna, 
Amaravati. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 22nd Februaiy, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Bank of Maharashtra and their workman, 
Shri Sudhir Devidas Naga for adjudication, as per letter 
No.L-12012/197/2001 -1R(B-U) dated 29-04-2002, with the 
following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
Maharashtra through its Regional Manager and the General 
Manager, Shivaji Nagar, Pune in not reinstating the 
workman Shri Sudhir S/o Devidas Nage who was convicted 
by the JMFC Court and on an Appeal the Hon 'ble Session 
Court gave him the benefit under Sections 3 & 4 of Probation 
of offenders Act and finally waived off the punishment is 
proper, legal and justified? If not, what relief the said 
workman is entitled to?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in accordance with which, Shri Sudhir Devidas 
Nage, the workman ("the workman" in short) filed his 
statement of claim and the management of Bank of 
Maharashtra (Party No.l in short) filed its written 
statement. 

The case of the workman is that he was appointed as 
a Peon in the Bank of Maharashtra and was posted at 
Rukhmini Nagar Branch w.e.f. 27-7-78 and on 6-3-90, he 
was dismissed from service while he was working at Palaso 
Badhe Branch in the district of Akola and the cause of his 
dismissal was his conviction in criminal case No.276/1987, 
under Section 379 of the Indian Penal Code by the 6th 
Court of Judicial Magistrate First Class, Amravati and 
against the order of his conviction, he had preferred an 
appeal before the Court of Session Judge, Amravati, vide 
Criminal Appeal No.82/88 and the said criminal appeal was 
disposed of on 30-6-92 and though the order of conviction 
was upheld by the Session Judge, the sentence of 
imprisonment of Rigorous Imprisonment of three months 
imposed by the JMFC was modified and he was directed to 
be released on probation, as per the provisions of sections 
3 & 4 of the Probation of Offenders Act on his executing a 
bond of good'behaviour for one year and to remain under 
supervision of the Probation Officer of Amravati for the 
said period of one year and according to the orders of the 
Session Judge, he executed a bond for good behaviour for 
one year and remained under the supervision of the District 
Probation Officer, Amravati from 30-6-92 to 29-6-93 and 
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successfully and satisfactorily completed the said one year 
of supervision and though on several occasions he 
requested the Party No. 1 in writing to reinstate him in 
service, in view of Section 12 of Probation of the Offender 
Act, the Party No. 1 did not pay any attention and also did 
not reinstate him in service and the District Probation 
Officer had also requested the Party No.l for his 
reinstatement but the Party No. 1 expressed its inability for 
his reinstatement and there was no departmental enquiry 
against him. The workman has prayed for a declaration 
that he is not disqualified for service in view of his conviction 
under Section 379 of IPC and to direct the Party No.l for 
his reinstatement in service with full back wages and other 
benefits. 

3. The Party No.l in its written statement has 
admitted that the workman was appointed as a Peon in 
Rukhmini Nagar, Amravati Branch w.e.f. 27-7-78. However, 
it has pleaded that the workman was convicted in criminal 
case No.276/87, under Section 379 of the IPC by the 6th 
Court of JMFC, Amravati and was sentenced to undergo 
rigorous imprisonment for three months and to pay a fine 
of Rs.500 and in default of payment of fine, to undergo 
rigorous imprisonment for three months, as per order dated 
27-9-88 and due to such conviction of the workman, the 
bank vide its order AX19/AR/ST/54/90/1526 dt.6-3-90 
dismissed the workman from service, as per clause 19.3(b) 
of the Bipartite Settlement and the workman preferred an 
appeal against the order of conviction, vide criminal appeal 
no. 82/88 in the Court of Sessions Judge, Amravati and the 
Sessions Judge confirmed the order of conviction 
on 30-6-92 but modified the order and gave him the benefit 
of Probation of the Offenders Act and the workman had 
approached the bank in writing requesting for his 
reinstatement in service as he was released under the 
Probation of Offenders Act, but by letter bearing No. AX 1 / 
STBPS/6329 dt.7-5-94, it had informed the workman its 
inability to accede to his request, giving necessary 
reasoning for the same and in view of the principles 
enunciated by the Hon'ble Apex Court, in the case of 
Harichand Vs Director of School Education (CA No. 1451/ 

1987 dt. 14-1-98), the contention of the workman regarding 
Section 12 of the Probation of Offenders Act is not tenable 
and as such the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. It is the admitted case of the parties that the 
workman was working as a Peon in the bank and he was 
convicted in criminal case No. 276/87, under Section 376 of 
the IPC by the 6th Court of Judicial Magistrate First Class, 
Amravati and was sentenced to undergo rigorous 
imprisonment for three months and also to pay a fine of 
Rs.500 and against the order of conviction, the workman 
preferred an appeal before the Sessions Court, Amravati 
and the Sessions Judge upheld the order of conviction 
against the workman but modified the sentence and gave 
him the benefits of the provisions of Sections 3 & 4 of the 
Probation of Offenders Act. 


5. For better appreciation of the dispute between 
the parties, I think it proper to quote the provision of the 
Section 12 of the Probation of the Offender Act, 1958, the 
operative portion of which reads ; 

"Notwithstanding any think containing any other 
law, a person found guilty of an offence and dealt with 
under the provisions of Section 3 & 4 shall not suffer 
disqualification if any, attaching to a conviction of an 
offence under such law". 

Taking into consideration the provision of Section 
12 of the Probation of the Offenders Act, the Hon’ble Apex 
Court in the decision reported in ILLJ, 1998, Pg.221, 
(Harichand Vs. Director of School of Education) have held 
that 

"in our view Section 12 of the Probation of Offender 
Act would apply only in respect of a disqualification that 
goes with a conviction under the law which provides for 
the offence and its punishment, i.e. the plain meaning of 
the words disqualification, if any, attaching to a conviction 
of an offence under such law therein. Where the law that 
provides for an offence and its punishment also stipulates 
a disqualification, a person convicted of the offence but 
released on probation does not by reason of Section 12 
suffer the disqualification. It cannot be held that, by reason 
Section 12, a conviction for an offence should not be taken 
into account for the proposed of dismissal of the person 
convicted from the government service" . 

Applying the principles enunciated by the Hon ’ble 
Apex Court in the decision mentioned above, to the present 
case at it hand, it is found that the Party No. 1 acted rightly 
in not reinstating the workman in service. It is also found 
from the provision of clause 19.3 (b) of the Bipartite 
Settlement that a workman of the Bank in question can be 
dismissed from service in case of his conviction in any 
criminal case with effect from the date of his conviction 
and there is no requirement for initiation of a departmental 
enquiry for the same. Hence, it is ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Bank of 
Maharashtra through its Regional Manager and the General 
Manager, Shivaji Nagar, Pune in not reinstating the 
workman Shri Sudhir S/o Devidas Nage, who was convicted 
by the JMFC Court and on an Appeal the Hon 'ble Session 
Court gave him the benefit under Section 3 & 4 of Probation 
of offenders Act and finally waived off the punishment is 
proper, legal and justified and the workman is not entitled 
for any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
1 -RT^, 2011 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 852.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 53/2007) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Indian Bank and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 24-2-2011. 

[No. L-12012/36/2007-IR (B-II)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 8th April, 2010 

Present: A.N. JANARDANAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 53/2007 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Indian Bank and their Workman) 

BETWEEN 

Sri V. Shanmugam : I Party/Petitioner 

No. 32-B, Lajapathi Nagar 
Malayala Medu, Pettai 
Tirunelveli-627004 

Vs. 

The Deputy General Manager : II Party/Management 
Indian Bank, Circle Office 
S.N. High Road 
TirunelveIi-627001 

APPEARANCE: 

From the Petitioner's side ; M/s. K.M. Ramesh 
From the Management's side : M/s. T.S. Gopalan & Co. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Order No. L-12012/36/2007-IR(B-II) dated 18-09-2007 


referred the following Industrial Dispute to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

“Whether the punishment of Compulsory Retirement 
imposed on Shri V. Shanmugam by the management 
of Indian Bank, Tirunelveli is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief, the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of Industrial Dispute, this 
Tribunal has numbered it as 10/2009 and issued notices to 
both sides. Both sides entered appearance through their 
respective counsel and filed their Claim and Counter 
Statement as the case may be. 

3. The contentions raised in the Claim Statement 
briefly read as follows: 

The petitioner while was Peon at Sivakasi branch of 
the Respondent/Bank was suspended on 30-08-2004 on 
the allegation that on 27-08-2004 he had stolen Rs. 5,000/- 
from the branch. On the report of investigation the petitioner 
was issued a memo on 08-09-2004 alleging misconduct under 
Clause-5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement. The petitioner denied 
the charges in the explanation submitted on 15-10-2004. He 
was charge sheeted on 05-01-2005. The enquiry was 
conducted from 27-01-2005 to 11-08-2005 examining MW 1 
to MW3 and marking MEX1 to MEX9 and examining the 
petitioner as PW1. It was conducted against the principles 
of natural justice and in an improper and unfair manner. 
Only short time was allowed to the petitioner to produce 
his witness. Merely based on admission letter forcibly 
extracted from the petitioner Investigating Officer 
concluded that the petitioner is the culprit. The ten 500 
Rupee notes were not produced. The fact that the ten 500 
Rupee notes could not be kept inside a dughole in a busy 
road has been lost sight of by the officials. To the report of 
enquiry finding the petitioner guilty the petitioner submitted 
comments on 24-11-2005. By letter dated 23-12-2005 he 
was intimated the proposed punishment of compulsory 
retirement also calling him for personal hearing on 
06-01-2006. He responded and pleaded innocent. On 
09-02-2006 the proposed punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement was imposed. The appeal was rejected on 
11-05-2006. Hence the ID. The punishment is illegal, 
unjustified and in victimization and unfair labour practice. 
The petitioner is made a scapegoat. The evidence is 
untrustworthy, unnatural and unrealistic. The finding is 
perverse. The evidence of DW1 was not considered due to 
bias. The conclusion is on assumptions, presumptions, 
surmises and conjectures. The Appellate Authority has 
not applied mind in rejecting the appeal. The Tribunal may 
re-appreciate the evidence under Section-11A of the ID 
Act. The petitioner may be reinstated witji all benefits. 

4. The contentions raised in the Counter Statement 
briefly read as follows:— 
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Due to Ischemic Heart ailment petitioner/sub-staff 
had been on leave from 30-12-2003 on pay and on loss of 

pay from 07-01-2004. He resumed duty on 05-07-2004 He 

was highly indebted due to his ailment. On his request he 
was reheved of the obligation of lifting or carrying Cash 
Box or heavy item from the Cashier Counter to the Safe 
Room which in turn was entrusted to part-time sweeper. 
After closing the business, the cash will be verified and 
found to tally. On 27-08-2004 the petitioner was asked to 
carry currency bundles to the safe which however was 
done by Sanjeev Raj, PTSK. After return Sri Sanjeev Raj 
i nformed Ravi, Cashier that V. Shanmugham, petitioner was 
found to have removed some 500 denomination notes from 
the carried currency bundles. On re-checking the safe 10 

pieces of 500 denomination notes were missing The 
petitioner was questioned by the Branch Manager on this 
who accepted the misconduct. He also admitted to have 
had hidden the notes. The petitioner accompanied by 
Ponnusamy went out of the branch and on return petitioner 
handed over 10 pieces of 500 denomination notes which 
notes as informed by Ponnusamy were hidden near a temple. 
The petitioner in a letter admitted theft of Rs. 5,000. The 
petitioner was suspended on 30-08-2004. Investigation 
report revealed petitioner's involvement. On 08-09-2004 
Show Cause Notice was issued to the petitioner to which 
in the reply dated 18-10-2004 he denied the allegations. On 
05-01-2005 he was charge sheeted. The enquiry was held 
culminating in the report dated 31-10-2005 finding the 
petitioner guilty. Copy of the report was given to the 
petitioner. Notice dated 23-12-2005 proposing punishment 
ot compulsory retirement and also for personal hearing on 
06-01-2006 was issued. The petitioner made representation. 
The punishment was ordered on 09-02-2006. The 
punishment is fuliyjustified and is not liable to be interfered 
with. The enquiry was conducted in accordance with 
principles of natural justice, which the petitioner affirmed. 
There is no fiirther scope for challenge. The finding is not 
perverse. It was rendered on the basis of evidence let in 
coupled with the confession letter of the petitioner 
Appellate order is also not bad in law. The punishment is 
proportionate to the misconduct. The petitioner has 
received gratuity and PF dues apart from being eligible to 
monthly pension of Rs. 1858.61. The punishment is only to 
be upheld. 

5. The evidence consists of oral evidence of the 
petitioner as WW1 and Ex.Wl to Ex.W12 on his side. On 
the side of the Respondent Ex.M 1 to Ex.M 14 were marked, 
all on consent. No oral evidence was adduced on the 
Respondents side. 

6 . Points for consideration are: 

(i) Whether the Compulsory Retirement of the 
petitioner is legal and justified? 

(ii) What relief the concerned workman is entitled 

to? 


Point (i) & (ii) 

7. Heard both sides and perused the documents and 
records. The learned counsel for the petitioner would 
contend that actually the petitioner was forced to admit 
theft which he did in writing i per Ex. W2. He later retracted 
the confession. The witness examined on the Respondent’s 
side in the enquiry disowned knowledge of the recovery of 
notes from nearby temple. He continued to argue that there 
is no application of mind by the Enquiry Officer. The finding 
is perverse one sided and the punishment is unjust and is 
out of proportion. 

8 . As against this the learned counsel for the 
Respondent would contend that it is on the information 
furnished by the part-time sweeper that the incident came 
to be known. On re-checking the said factum of removal 

of 10 pieces of 500 Rupee currency notes was found to be 

true which is confirmation of truth by a subsequent event. 
The petitioner also admitted the misconduct voluntarily 
though he later retracted it. He also made good the 
amount. There wasjo cbmplaint by the petitioner against 
the enquiry held.; % was affirming the validity of the 
enquiry. ' 1 ; 

9. On a consideration of the contentions on either 
side and scrutiny of the evidence, it could be seen that 
there is no substance in the argument on behalf of the 
petitioner. The enquiry was conducted in a befitting manner. 
The conclusion arrived is also on the basis of legal evidence 
coupled with the confession given by the petitioner which 
though was retracted but which is only as an outcome of 
an afterthought. The pertinent question is not whether 
there is sufficient evidence but whether there is some 
credible evidence legally acceptable upon which a decision 
could rest. The fact that the removed currency notes were 
restored by the petitioner alone is a cogent circumstance 
to hold that the petitioner alone was the. person who 
removed the 10 currency notes of500 Rupee denomination 
from the bundle. In other words the admission of guilt by 
the petitioner is confirmed by the restoration of the notes 
amounting to affirmation ,Qf a fact by subsequent event. It 
could be seen that the finding was arrived at on some legal 
and credible evidence which is enough to tilt the 
preponderance of probability against the petitioner. The 
same material is logically probative to any prudent mind to 
hold that the petitioner is the culprit. Therefore, the finding 
is also not liable to be assailed and is only to be upheld. 
Having regard to the nurture of the misconduct conducted 
there is also no scope for interfering with % punishment 
which is only to be confirmed as bein^just and legal. The 
same is also upheld. Ther^qi^.tfte petition^ is not entitled 
to any relief. 

10. The reference is answered accordingly. 


G//II—10 
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(Dictated to the PA, transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 
8 th April, 2010) 

A. N. J ANARDAN AN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

For the I Party/Petitioner WW l Sri. V. Shanmugam 

For the II Party/Mgmt. None 

Documents marked:— 

On the petitioner's side 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

EX.W1 

30-08-.2004 

Show Cause Notice issued by 
the Respondent Bank to 
Petitioner 

EX.W2 

30-08-2004 

Letter from the petitioner to 



General Manager of the 
Responden/Bank 

EX.W3 

08-09-2004 

Show Cause memo issued to 
the petitioner by the 
Respondent/Bank 

Ex.W4 

15-10-2004 

Petitioner's reply to the Show 
Cause Memo. 

Ex.W5 

05-01-2005 

Letter from the Respondent/ 
Bank appointing Enquiry 
Officer 

Ex.W6 

31-10-2005 

Enquiry Officer's report 

Ex.W7 

24-11-2005 

Petitioner's comments on the 
enquiry report 

Ex.W8 

23-12-2005 

Show Cause Notice by the 
Respondent/Bank proposing 
punishment 

Ex.W9 

06-01-2006 

Petitioner's reply to the show 
cause notice 

E.X.W10 

09-02-2006 

Letter enclosing final order 
imposing punishment of 
Compulsory Retirement 

Ex.Wll 

09-02-2006 

Final order imposing 

punishment 

Ex.W12 

15-03-2005 

Petitioner’s appeal to the 
General Manager 


On the Management's side 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ex.Ml 

06-01-2005 

Proceedings of conversation 
between Shanmugam with 
AGM/CM Sivakasi Branch 

Ex.M2 

27-01-2005 

03-05-2005 



04-05-2005 

30-05-2005 

11-08-2005 

Proceedings of enquiry 

EX.M3 28-08-2004 

Sivakasi branch letter 
addressed to AGM 

(Disciplinary Authority), Indian 
Bank,. Tirunelveli alongwith 
letter of appointment dated 
27-08-2004 of V. Shanmugam 
with narration of incident by 
Mr. G. Thangaswami, AM 
Sivakasi Branch and Mr. S. 
Ravi, Clerk/Shroff 

EX.M4 02-09-2004 

Investigation report by S. 
Thirunavukarsu, Vigilance 
Officer, CO, Tirunvelveli with 
enclosures 

EX.M5 August 2004 

Attendance Register of 

Sivakasi branch 

EX.M6 27-08-2004 

Cash Balance Book No. 11 - 
Page 57 

EX.M7 - 

Letter addressed to CO by Mr. 
C. Peru mal. Advocate, 
Palayamkottai enclosing 
documents 

EX.M8 - 

Letter addressed to CO, 
Tirunelveli alongwith leave 
application of Shanmugam 

EX.M9 - 

Branch circular (Confidential) 
issued by CO, Tirunelveli 
instructing the branch 
Managers not to purchase/ 
discount any Cheque/Pay 
Order of V. Shanmugam 

EX.M10- 

Copy of SB Ledger extract of 
A/c No. 3172 of V. Shanmugam 

EX.Mll - 

Salary particulars of Mr. V. 
Shanmugam for July and 
August, 2004 

EX.M12 06-01-2006 

Proceedings of personal 
hearing before DGM/ 
Disciplinary Authority 

EX.M13 22-04-2006 

Copy of PF receipt 

EX.M14 08-01-2008 

Copy of Gratuity Receipt 


•m- *i 'MW # "b 
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^NkrEJ, WTJT ^ W (*M WsQ T 7M3TT^/^fHt- 
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^ W 13TT «IT | 

[U ^-12012/34/1993-3?^ 3?R (^t-11)] 
7^?T f?RF, 4*37 3TftT^Rt 

New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S. O. 853.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Dis^ue-.-.ct.! 17 (14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby 
pubhsres tiu award (Ref. No. CGIT/NGP-74/2003) of the 
Cciitiuf Go\^riijnent Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Na..pu.r ■' j\\ as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Di .puU ? bet Jen the employers in relation to the management 
ofDena 3anx and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 24-2-2011. 

[No. L-12012/34/93-IR(B-II)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

1 ANNEXURE 

t 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CCllT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/74/2003 

i Date: 15-02-2011. 

Party No. I : The Regional Manager, 

Dena Bank, Nasik Region, 

Shalimar Hall, Shivaji Road, 
MHNo. 1370/J, 

! Nasik City-422 001. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : Shri K.M.Shrikhande, 

Through Bank of Baroda 
Employees Congress, A-10/40, 
Pragati Housing Co-Op. Society, 
Near Sonegaon Tank, 

Kharnla, Nagpur. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 15th February, 2011) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government had referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of the Dena Bank and their workman, 


Shri K.M.Shrikhande (“the workman” in short) for 
adjudication to the CGIT, Jabalpur, as per letter 
Wo. L-12012/34/93-IR(B-II) dated 30-7-1993, with the 
following schedule :- 

“Whether the action of the management of Dena 
Bank Zonal Office, Pune in relation to their 
Dharampeth Branch, Nagpur in dismissing the 
services of Shri K. M. Shrikhande, Cashier-cum-Clerk 
w.e.f. 2-7-1990 is legal, justified and proportionate to 
the misconduct committed by the workman? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

Subsequently, the reference was transferred to this 
CGIT (CGIT, Nagpur) for disposal in accordance with law. 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in response to which, the Bank of Baroda 
Employees Congress, the union filed the statement of claim 
for the workman and the management ofDena Bank (Party 
No. 1 in short) filed their written statement. 

It is necessary to mention here that before the 
reference was made by the Central Government, the 
workman expired, so the union filed the statement of claim 
stating that though the workman had expired, his legal 
heirs-cum-dependents are surviving and they will be 
benefited, if the reference will be answered in favour of 
the workman. 

The case of the union is that while the workman was 
employed by Party No. 1 at its Dharampeth Branch, Nagpur, 
was served with the charge sheet bearing No.ROM/PER/ 
4444 / 88 dated 11 -11 -1988 by the Disciplinary Authority, 
the Regional Manager, Nasik Region and the departmental 
enquiry was conducted by Shri A.P.Barve and the findings 
of the Inquiry Officer were concurred by the Disciplinary 
Authority and the Disciplinary Authority proposed the 
punishment of stoppage of four annual increments with 
cumulative effect fixing the date of personal hearing as 22- 
1-1990 at 2.00 PM at Nasik and though the workman 
attended the place at Nasik, no hearing took place and no 
reason was communicated to him while sending Him back 
to Nagpur and the workman was served with another letter 
bearing No. RON/PER/249/90 on 24-1-1990 at Nagpur, by 
which, he was informed that the hearing was postponed 
and he would be informed about the next date in due course 
of time and the Disciplinary Authority instead of 
communicating fresh date of hearing, served second 
memorandum bearing No.RON/PER/1209/90 dated 
8-3-1990 on the workman, proposing fresh punishment of 
“dismissal from services of the bank with immediate effect, 
without notice”, for each of the charge proved against 
him, fixing the date of hearing as 23-3-1990 at 2.00 PM at 
Nasik and the workman attended the hearing and raised 
his objection for the entire action taken against him by 
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wpy of disciplinary action, in violation of the provisions 
bf the awards/settlement in force and the provisions of 

I aw and after his return from Nasik, he raised an industrial 
iispute before the Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C), Nagpur 
pn 3-4-1990 challenging the validity of the order RON/ 
pER/1209/90 dated 8-3-1990 and the Party No.I. attended 
the conciliation proceeding and while the conciliation 
proceedings was in progress, the Party No. 1 served the 
prder of dismissal on the workman on 11-5-1990, in violation 
pf the provisions of Section of 33 of the I. D. Act and the 
Appellate Authority passed the order MZP/PER/DISC/ 
3258/90 dated 2-7-1990, confirming dismissal order passed 
by the Disciplinary Authority during the pendency of the 
(conciliation proceeding and the Government of India after 
Receipt of the failure report referred the dispute to the 
Tribunal for adjudication. Prayer has been made to answer 
jthe reference in favour of the workman alongwith 
consequential benefits. 

3. The Party No.I filed an application stating that 
action was taken against Shri Shrikhande, Cashier-cum- 
jClerk on the basis of charges levelled against him and 
after conducting a departmental enquiry and before the 
reference was made, the workman, Shri Shrikhande 
(expired on 8-4-93 and as the workman concerned 
(expired, prior to making of the reference the dispute itself 
(did not survive and no legal representative of deceased 
(workman appeared before the Tribunal and the legal heirs 
bf the workman were not impleaded as parties in the 
reference and as such, there is no question of adjudication 
jof a dispute of a dead person. 

* 4. As this a case of dismissal from service of the 

(workman after holding a departmental enquiry, the CGIT, 
(Jabalpur considered the validity of the departmental 
(enquiry as a preliminary issue and held the departmental 
(enquiry to be proper and legal and fixed the case for 
(hearing on the question of perversity of findings and 
(quantum of punishment. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that after 
13-5-2009, both the parties remained absent and did not 
(take part in the proceeding. Hence, the case was closed 
land was posted for passing of award. As my predecessor- 
(in -office did not pass the award, the case was reopened, 
(in the interest of justice and both the parties were noticed 
(to appear before the Tribunal for making argument 
(regarding the perversity of the findings and quantum of 
(punishment. In spite of -sufficiency of service of the 
notice, both the parties did not appear to take part in the 
(proceeding and as such, the case was closed on 
(28-11-2010 and was posted for award. 

6. Admittedly, the workman was already dead before 
(filing of the statement of claim. Though the union, which 
(has, filed the statement of claim mentioning that the 
(benefits will be to the enure of the legal heirs of the 
deceased workman in case of answering of the reference 


in his favour, there is nothing on record to show that 
actually the deceased workman has or had any legal heir 
and the so called legal heirs had authorized the union in 
question to agitate the matter before the Tribunal. As such, 
it is held that the adjudication of the reference was not 
required. 

7. However, in the interest of justice, perused the 
documents on record. From the documents of the 
departmental enquiry, it is found that the findings of the 
Inquiry Officer are based on the evidence on record and 
the same are not perverse. It is also found that the workman 
had admitted the shortage of cash of Rs. 16,400 from the 
cash in his hand ofthe bank on 12-8-1988. The workman was 
an employee of the bank and he misappropriated a sum of Rs. 
16,400 from the cash of the bank, by betraying the confidence 
reposed upon him, by the bank. Hence, I find that die 
punishment of dismissal from service imposed against the 
workman by the Party No.I is also not shockingly 
disproportionate to the proved serious misconduct against 
him. There is no scope to interfere with die punishment 
imposed against the workman. Hence, it is ordered:' 

ORDER 

The action of the management of Dena Bank, Zonal 
Office, Pune in relation to their Dharam Peth Branch, 
Nagpur dismissing the services of Shri K.M.Shrikhande, 
Cashier-cum-Clerk w.e.f. 2-7-1990 is legal, justified ,and 
proportionate to the misconduct committed by the 
workman. The workman or his legal heir, if any, is not 
entitled for any relief. 

J F P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
1 TTHf,2011 

^T.3?r. 854.—1947 (1947 
14) ^ qrcr 17 ^ 

imz ^ wtz.i NW 4? 

4)4<4>kF ^ sfhalfw 4* 

mm 3iWiiPi* 

w mm 15/2010) y+ifeid ^ 
mm ^ 28-2-2611 w £ 3 n i 

[R. T^-4301 1/2/2009-311$ 3TR (T^T)] 
a)Ml), tifaq 

New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 854.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15/2010) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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management of M/s. Travancore Titanium Products Ltd. 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-2-2011. 

[No. L-43011/2/2009-IR (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUN ALOJM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri D. SREEVALLABHAN, B.Sc., LL.B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Monday the 24th day of January, 201 l/4th Magha, 
1932) 

I.D. 15/2010 

Union The General Secretary, 

Titanium Workers Union (AITUC), 
Kochuveli, 

C/o. Travancore Titanium Products Ltd., 
Thiruvananthapuram. 

(In person). 

Management: The Managing Director, 

Travancore Titanium Products Ltd., 
Post Box No. 1, 
Thiruvananthapuram-695 021. 

By M/s. B.S. Krishnan Associates. 

This case coming up for hearing on 17-01 -2011, this 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court on 24-01-2011 passed the 
following. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made under Section 10(l)(d) of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. The reference is : 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 

Travancore Titanium Products, Trivandrum in not 

Promoting Shri. K. Jayakumar, Charge Hand (W.No. 

1601) to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) even 

though Shri Jayakumar was the senior most 

employee in the Grade of Charge Hand is justified? 

What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. The claim statement was filed by Sri. K. Jayakumar 
himself in his capacity as General Secretary of the Titanium 
Workers Union (AITUC), Kochuveli, Thiruvananthapuram 
complaining about the refusal to promote him in the 
vacancy of the post of Supervisor (Electrical) even though 
he is eligible for promotion being the senior most in the 
post of Chargehand Electrician, redesignated as Senior 
Electrician, and by making the prayer for directing the 
management to promote him to that post with retrospective 
effect from 15th May, 2009. 

3. According to him he was appointed as Electrician 
w.e.f. 13-04-1987. His promotion to the post of Senior 
Electrician was unduly delayed for a period of 20 months 
by the management and thereby he could not have 


completed the required two years experience as Senior 
Electrician for promotion to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) 
and hence relaxation to be given in his case with regard to 
the prescribed qualification of two years experience for 
promotion. His request for promotion by way of giving 
relaxation of the period of 20 months was rejected by the 
management without assigning any valid reason. 

4. In the written statement filed by the management 
it is admitted that there was delay in giving promotion to 
him for the post of Senior Electrician. But it is contended 
that it was occurred due to re-fixation of manpower with 
the consent of the union due to financial crisis existed at 
that time and that the same does not assume any relevance 
in considering the question of promotion to the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical) since it is not a matter coming within 
the scope of the reference to this tribunal. It is further 
contended that he is not entitled to claim relaxation for the 
period of delay in giving promotion in the previous post 
and that the management is not invested with any power 
to allow the same. It cannot also be done since the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical).comes under the purview of P.S.C. 
and' requires its concurrence for relaxation of the 
Promotion Rules. He could not have been given promotion 
to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) as he was not having 
two years experience in the post of Chargehand Electrician. 
But he was given upgradation benefits and enjoyed the 
full monetary benefits to that extent. He cannot claim 
promotion as a matter of right and hence he is not entitled 
to the relief sought for by him in the claim statement. 

5. In view of the contentions raised in the written 
statement union filed a rejoinder and an additional rejoinder 
further alleging that the management had given promotion 
to some posts during the period while discussions were 
going on with the recognized unions about the re-fixation 
of manpower. It was the responsibility of the management 
to get approval of the P.S.C. for relaxation of the period of 
experience in view of the fact that he was not able to 
achieve the required experience due to the delay in giving 
promotion owing to the inaction and delaying tactics of 
the management. There was relaxation of qualification with 
regard to experience for the appointment to the post of 
Assistant Engineer even after the reference in this case. 
Since he was the Secretary of the Trade Union, his 
promotion in the previous post was delayed with the 
intention to block his future prospects and it is an unfair 
labour practice coming with in the purview of item 4(d) of 
Part-1 of the 5th Schedule of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

i 6. The point for determination is: 

Whether the action of the management in not 
promoting Shri K. Jayakumar, Chargehand Electrician 
to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) is justified and if 
not what relief the workman is entitled to ? 

7. No oral evidence was adduced from both sides. 
Exts.Wl to W9 were marked on the side of the union and 
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Exts.Ml to M-13 were marked on the side of the 
management on consent. 

8. The Point:- Promotion to the post of Supervisor 
(Electrical) is from Chargehand Electrician with the required 
qualification and experience in the order of seniority. 
Qualification and experience prescribed for promotion is 
specified in SI. No. 24 of Schedule-3 of the Subordinate 
Service Rules and the same can be seen from Ext. M6. It 
provides the qualification and experience to be: 

24. SUPERVISOR (ELECTRICAL). 

(A) Promotion from Chargehand Electrician. 

(1) III Form or VII Standard with 5 years 
experience as Chargehand Electrician; 

or 

(2) ITI in Electrician Trade or equivalent 
with 2 years experience as Chargehand 
Electrician; 

or 

(3) Diploma in Electrical Engineering with 
1 year experience as Chargehand 
Electrician. 

It is also provided that employees working as 
Chuiv -hands as on 1-04-1985 with 8 years experience and 
having ability to read and write English as certified by a 
test will be considered for promotion along with other 
eligible candidates. 

9. The grievance of the workman is about the denial 
of his claim for promotion to the post of Supervisor 
(Electrical) by the management. He had joined the service 
of the management company as Canteen Mazdoor on 
25-02-1982. Later he was appointed as Work Assistant 
(Electrician) on25-07-1984 and was promoted as Electrician 
on 13-04-1987. He was due for promotion in the vacancy 
of Chargehand Electrician arose on 1 st July, 2007. But he 
was promoted to that post only on 30-12-200^. 

10. He is the senior most in the category of 
Chargehand Electrician. While he was the senior most 
and was having the required educational qualification for 
promotion to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) he was 
not given promotion in the vacancy arose in 2009 since he 
was not having 2 years experience as Chargehand 
Electrician. The delay of the period of 20 months for giving 
promotion to the post of Chargehand Electrician is the 
reason for his failure to achieve the qualifying experience 
for promotion to the post of Supervisor (Electrical). 
Whether there can be relaxation in the qualifying 
experience for the promotion to the post of Supervisor 
(Electrical) by taking into account of the period of delay in 
giving promotion to the post of Chargehand Electrician is 
the main question to be considered to answer the reference. 

11. There is nothing on record to satisfy 
management is invested v : k the • of relax u: -f 


qualifications for promotion. Union has got a case that 
there was relaxation of qualification for the appointment 
of the post of Assistant Engineer. Ext. W9 notification is 
being relied on to satisfy it. But it will not go to show that 
there was relaxation of qualification for promotion. Learned 
counsel for the management has submitted that the 
relaxation was for appointment by transfer to the post of 
Assistant Engineer and Ext. W9 was published pursuant 
to CMD’s order dated 26-05-2010 revising the qualifications 
of that post with approval of P.S.C. copy of which is marked 
as Ext. M-13. Ext. W9 will not in any way help the upion to 
prove that there can be relaxation of the qualifications 
perscribed for promotion of Supervisor (Electrical) by the 
management. It is the specific case of the management 
that relaxation cannot be had in individual case of 
promotion. Hence the burden is on the union to prove 
that the management is competent to grant relaxation. 
Management has also got a case that the post of Supervisor 
(Electrical) comes under the purview of P.S.C. and hence 
any deviation by relaxation in recruitment and Promotion 
Rules requires concurrence of P.S.C. and that the 
management cannot waive the Promotion Rules in 
individual cases. In order to claim that there can be 
relaxation it is necessary to adduce evidence to prove that 
the management has got power for relaxation of the 
qualifications for promotion. As no material has been 
placed before this Tribunal to arrive at a conclusion that 
management has got independent or absolute power to 
relax the prescribed qualification for promotion without 
any amendment to the Recruitment and Promotion Rules it 
is not possible to hold that there can be any relaxation as 
to the qualifying experience required for promotion by the 
management. 

12. Admittedly Shri K. Jayakumar was not having 
required experience for promotion to the post of Supervisor 
(Electrical) as on the date of arising the vacancy. 

13. As per Rule 70.(i) of the Subordinate Service 
Rules contained in Ext.Wl and Ext.M-10 eligibility of 
candidates for promotion will normally 
be considered on the date of arising the vacancy which 
will be referred to as the “crucial date” 
and candidates who possess the prescribed qualifications, 
experience etc., as on the crucial date will alone be 
considered for promotion in the order of seniority. It also 
states that where the filling up of posts is held in abeyance 
due to extraordinary circumstances such as directive of 
the Board or Government etc., the Managing Director shall 
issue necessary orders to that effect. Rule 71 provides 
that ordinarily vacancies will be filled up within 60 days 
from the date of occurrence of vacancy and only those 
who are eligible for promotion on the crucial date will be 
considered for promotion even if the vacancy is filled up 
after 60 days. He was not promoted to the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical) as he was not having the required 
experience as on the crucial date. At that time he made 
request for relaxation of the qualifying service by 
submitting a representation dated 14-01-2009, Copy of 
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which was marked as Ext.W5. Afterwards on 7-05-2009 
union also had submitted a representation, copy of which 
is Ext.W6, by making such a request. The ground stated 
for relaxation is the undue delay in giving promotion to 
him to the post of Chargehand Electrician. He was eligible 
for promotion to the post of Chargehand Electrician at the 
time of arising the vacancy on 1-07-2007. But he was given 
promotion only on 30-12-2008. There is period of delay of 
20 months and the same is sought to be accepted as a 
reason for relaxation of qualifying service to the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical). Learned counsel for the 
management has vehemently argued that it is a matter 
which is beyond the scope of reference and it has no 
relevance in considering the question of promotion to the 
post of Supervisor (Electrical). The scope of reference is 
limited to the question of promotion to the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical). The delay in giving promotion in 
the previous post is not even an incidental matter which 
requires consideration. No challenge is seen to have been 
made by him about the delay in giving promotion to the 
post of Chargehand Electrician at any time before the 
submission of Ext. W5 with the request for relaxation. Even 
though it is a matter beyond the scope of reference there 
is a contention in the written statement of the management 
that the delay for promotion was occurred due to financial 
crisis and the continued discussions for reduction of 
manpower during that period and Exts.M8, M9, M-11 and 
M -12 were produced to prove the same. Those documents 
will go to show that the management refixed and revised 
the essential manpower strength in each category on 
financial requirement basis during 2007-2008. Exts.W2 and 
W3 were produced by the union to satisfy that 
appointments were made during that period by promotion 
and through direct recruitment. Learned counsel for the 
management has submitted that only few such 
appointments were made in supervisory cadre as it was 
inevitable. Whatever be the reason ithas to be challenged 
at the relevant time and it has no relevance in considering 
the question of promotion to the next higher post of 
Supervisor (Electrical). No statutory provision or any Rule 
is brought to the notice of this tribunal to satisfy that the 
management can relax the qualifying experience by 
considering the delay in promotion in the lower post. It is 
not possible to give promotion without having the 
qualifying experience in view of Rule 70(i) of the Sub¬ 
ordinate Service Rules. The power for relaxation of 
qualification for promotion is not with the management as 
per the existing Rules. The delay in promotion cannot be 
accepted as a sufficient ground for relaxing the qualifying 
service. Hence the management is justified in not 
promoting him to the post of Supervisor (Electrical) even 
though he was the Senior most in the grade of Chargehand 
Electrician. 

In the result an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in not promoting Shri 
K. Jayakumar, Chargehand (W.No.1601) to the post of 
Supervisor (Electrical) even though he was the senior most 


employee in the grade of Chargehand is legal and justified 
and the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 24th 
day of January, 2011. 

D. SREEVALLABHAN, Presiding Officer 

Appendix 

Witness for the Union - Nil. 

Witness for the Management - Nil. 

Exhibits for the Union 

W1 - Copy of extract of Subordinate Service Rules 

of Travancore Titanium Products Limited, 
Trivandrum. 

W2 - Copy of details of promotions effected by the 

management during the period from 
1-01-2006 to31-12-2008. 

W3 - Copy of details of appointment by Direct 
Recruitment/ABT/contract done by the 
management during the period from 
1-01-2006to31-12-2008. 

W4 - Copy of the Notice dated 26th April, 2007 
issued by Labour Welfare Officer of the 
Management. 

W4(a) - Copy of the Notice dated 21st June, 2007 
issued by Labour Welfare Officer of the 
management. 

W5 - Copy of representation dated 14-01-2009 
submitted by the workman to the management. 

W6 - Copy of representation dated 7-05-2009 
submitted by the union to the management. 

W7 - Copy of representation dated 18-08-2009 
submitted by the Union to the Assistant 
Labour Commissioner (Central). 

W8 - Copy of counter comments submitted by the 
' Union to the Assistant Labour Commissioner 

(Central) Thiruvananthapurm on 18-09-2009. 

W9 - Copy of Notification No.PL/A/REC/ABT/61/ 

2010 dated 9th July, 2010 of the Travancore 
Titanium Products Limited, Thiruvanantha- 
puram. 

Exhibits for the management 

Ml - Copy of the Order dated 13-04-1987 of the 

Manager (Personnel & Administration) of the 
T.T.P. Limited, Thiruvananthapuram. 

M2 - Copy of the Order dated 26-04-1995 of the 
Assistant Manager (Personnel) of the T.T.P. 
Limited, Thiruvananthapuram. 
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M3 - Copy of the Order dated 29-04-2003 of the 
Manager (Personnel & Administration) of the 
T.T.P. Limited, Thiruvananthapuram. ‘ 

M4 - Copy of the Order dated 31-12-2008 of the 
Manager (Personnel & Administration) of the 
T.T.P. Limited, Thiruvananthapuram. 

M5 - Copy of the Order dated 22-04-2010 of the 
Manager (Personnel & Administration) of the 
T.T.P. Limited, Thiruvananthapuram. 

M 6 - Copy of the relevant page in the Subordinate 
Service Rules regarding promotion to 
Supervisor (Electrical). 

M7 - Copy of the relevant page in the Subordinate 
Service Rules regarding Rules 71 to 74 in 
Chapter VI. 

M 8 - Copy of the Order of the Managing Director 
dated 17-03-2008 regarding refixation. 

M9 - Copy of the Minutes of the Union meeting 
held on 3-09-2008. 

M10 - Copy of the relevant page in the Subordinate 

Service Rules regarding criteria for promotion. 

Mil - Copy of the internal note to the Managing 
Director from Manager (Personnel & 
Administration). 

M12 - Copy of the Minutes of the Board Meeting 

held on 07-03-2008. 

M13 - Copy of CMD’s Order No. 25/2010 dated 

26-05-2010. 

1 , 2011 
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New Delhi, the 1 st March, 2011 

S.O. 855.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), (Ref No. 8/2008) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Jaipur now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 


management of Hindustan Copper Ltd. and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 28-2- 
2011 . 

[No. L-430I l/l/2008-IR(M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL^ 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, JAIPUR 

Present: Shri. N. K. PUROHIT, Presiding Officer 

I.D. 8/2008 

Reference No.L-43011/1/12008-IR(M) 

Dated: 4-4-2008 
General Secretary 

Rashtriya Copper Mazdoor Congress 
E-525,111 B, Khetri Nagar, 

Distt: Jhunjhunu. 


The General Manager 

Hindustan Copper Ltd. Khetri Nagar, 

KCC, Distt: Jhunjhunu. 

AWARD 

(28-1-2011) 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powers 
conferred under clause (d) of Sub-section 1 and 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication which runs as under:- 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Hindustan Copper Ltd., Khetri Copper Complex, 
Khetri Nagar through General Manager in not giving 
the benefits of job evaluation of Smelter Man ‘B’ 
category to Shri Hariom Sharma for the period from 
4-10-76 to 17-2-79 is justified? If not, what relief 
the workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. The applicant union in its statement of claim has 
pleaded that the workman was working as smelter man 
‘D’ category since 31-12-74. On 4-10-76 he was 
authorized by the management of HCL to work against 
Smelter man ‘B’ category till Shri Siddqqi who was 
suspended does not come back to his duties. The union 
has further pleaded that the workman had worked as such 
under job code no. 120404 against the category of 
Smelter man ‘B’ from 4-10-76 to 17-2-79. But the 
management did not give him the benefit of job evaluation 
of Smelter Man ‘B’ while he had worked as smelter man 
‘B’ during said period whereas such benefit has been given 
to other workers. It has also been pleaded that the workman 
repeatedly demanded the benefits of job evaluation of 
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Smelter Man ‘B ’ category for the said period but the same 
has been denied without any justifications. 

3. The non-applicant in written counter has averred 
that the workman was promoted as Smelter Man ‘B’ vide 
order dated 14-2-79 on the basis of selection through 
interview and he joined on the said post on 17-2-99. Prior 
to this he was working as smelter man ‘D\ Shri Siddqqi 
who was working as smelter man ‘B’ was placed under 
suspension therefore, the workman was authorized only 
to work against the post of Smelter Man ‘B’ from 
4-10-76 to 4-1-77. The non-applicant has further averred 
that the workman was allowed to officiate on the said 
post while his designation was smelter man ‘D’and for 
this authorizations he was paid officiating allowance 
therefore, he is not entitled for the benefit of job 
evaluation of smelter man ‘B’ category. The benefits of 
job evaluation had already been given to the applicant in 
the year 1984-85. 

4. In rejoinder, apart from reiterating earlier 
averments made in its claim statement the union has 
further pleaded that job evaluation of the workman could 
be done on the basis of his performance as smelter man 
‘B’ during period 4-10-76 to 17-2-79. It has been denied 
that benefits of job evaluation were given to the workman 
in the year 1984-85. It has also been denied that in place 
of Mr. Siddqqi another regular smelter man ‘B’ was 
posted on the smelter man ‘B\ 

5. In the evidence, on behalf of die applicant union 
the affidavit of the workman Shri Hariom has been 
submitted who was cross-examined by the non- 
applicant’s representative. The non-applicant did not 
examine any witness in rebuttal of the union’s evidence. 

6.1 have heard both the parties and have scanned 
the record. 

7. The learned representative for the applicant Union 
contended that the workman had worked as smelter man 
‘B’ during period 4-10-76 to 17-2-79 under job code 
no. 120404. He did not work as smelter man ‘D’ during 
the said period therefore, as per job evaluation scheme 
he was entitled for job evaluation basis of his work as 
smelter man ‘B’. He has also drawn my attention towards 
recorded notes of the meetings of job evaluation on the 
implementation committee dated 8-8-85 whereby job 
evaluation benefit were given to other workmen. It has 
been contended that there is no such evidence on record 
that later on in place of Sh. Siddqqi some other person in 
the category of Smelter Man ‘B’ was posted and the 
workman did not work up to 17-2-79. 

8 . Per contra, the learned representative for the non¬ 
applicant submitted that the union has raised the dispute 
after 30 years on account of this sole ground the claim 
deserves to be rejected. He has also submitted that the 
union has demanded job evaluation not the officiating 


allowance. The workman was only authorize to work 
against the post of smelter man ‘B’ in place of Shri A.N. 
Siddqqi, Smelter Man ‘B’ who was placed under 
suspension, in addition to his routine jobs and he was 
paid officiating allowance up to 4-6-1977. Since the 
applicant has not denied the facts pleaded in reply, the 
same may be deemed to be admitted. Therefore, the 
workman is not entitled for the benefit of job evaluation. 
Moreover the job evaluation benefits had already been 
given to the concerned persons including workman in the 
year 1985-86. It has also been submitted that the workman 
has been promoted as junior manager and dispute has 
been raised by him after his promotion. 

9.1 have given my thoughtful consideration to the 
rival contentions canvassed by the representative of both 
the sides and have scanned the record. 

10. The questions which foil for consideration are as 

to> 

I. Whether the workman had worked against the 
post of smelter man ‘B’ for the period from 
4-10-76 to 17-2-79? 

D. Whether the workman is entitled for the benefits 
of job evaluation of smelter man ‘B’ category 
for the said period? 

11. Indisputably, the workman was appointed as 
smelter man ‘D’ in the year 1974 and he was promoted on 
the post of Smelter Man ‘B’ and joined on the said post on 
17-2-79. It is also not in dispute that Smelter Man ‘B’ 
Shri Siddqqi was placed under suspension and the 
workman had worked against the post of Smelter Man ‘B’ 
w.e.f. 4-10-76. The union’s contention is that the workman 
h^d worked as such from 4-10-76 to 17-2-79 whereas the 
non-applicant has pleaded that the workman was 
authorized to work as Smelter Man ‘B’ from 4-10-76 to 
4-1-77 and after 4-1-77 some other Smelter Man ‘B’ was 
posted on the said pos* 

12. The workman has deposed that he had worked 
as Smelter Man ‘B’ till he joined as regular Smelter Man 
‘B’ w.e.f. 17-2-79. The non applicant has not rebutted 
the evidence of the workman and has not adduced any 
oral or documentary evidence to show that the workman 
had worked against the post of Smelter Man ‘B’ from the 
period 4-10-76 to 4-1-77 only. Therefore, there is no 
reason to disbelieve the version of the union that the 
workman had worked against the post of Smelter .Man 
‘B’ during said period. 

13. Now, the next question for consideration is that 
whether the workman is entitled for the benefits of job 
evaluation for the period 4-10-76 to 17-2-79. 

14. The applicant union has produced copy of the 
record notes of meeting of job evaluation implementation 
committee held on different dates during the period 
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November, 1984 to August, 1985 between management 
and representative of the recognized union. It reveals from 
the said proceedings that benefit of job evaluation was 
given to vehicle drivers, helpers, blaster Assistant etc. 

15. The applicant union has produced copies of 
representations said to be submitted by the workman for 
giving.him the benefits of job evaluation. In representation 
dated 17-9-03 he has stated that while he was working as 
Smelter Man ‘D’; he was authorized to perform the work 
of Smelter Man ‘B\ It has also been stated that he was 
given the benefit of job evaluation for the post of Smelter 
Man ‘D’ whereas he was to be given the benefit of job 
code 120404 for the period 4-10-76 to 16-2-79. Thus, it has 
been admitted by the workman that benefit of job 
evaluation for the post of Smelter Man ‘D’ had already 
been taken by him. Apart this on perusal of the letter of 
the Dy. Manager (Smelter) letter dated 4-10-76 sent to the 
workman which is an admitted document, it reveals that 
the workman was authorized to work in place of Shri A. N. 
Siddqqi in addition to his normal routine job, till such date 
Shri Siddiqqi joins the plant. It has been categorically 
mentioned in the said letter that the workman would be 
entitled for charge allowance/honorarium as per rules of 
the company in case the period is for more than 30 days. It 
has also been mentioned that authorizations would not 
on any way establishes his claim for future vacancy of 
Smelter Man ‘B\ 

16. Thus, it is evident from the above letter dated 4- 
10-76 that he was only authorized to perform the work 
against the post of Smelter Man ‘B’ in addition to his 
routine work of Smelter Man ‘D’ and for that officiating 
allowance was to be paid to him w.e.f. 4-10-76. 

17. The Workman has stated that officiating 
allowance was not given to him but there is no such 
pleading in claim statement. Moreover, it is not believable 
that despite non payment of said allowance as per order 
dated 4-10-76, he did not claim officiating allowance payable 
to him till industrial dispute was raised by the applicant 
union in the year 1996. It is not the case of the applicant 
union that both benefits i.e. benefit of officiating allowance 
and benefit of job evaluation were to be given to the 
-workman for performing job against the post of Smelter 
Man ‘B\ It is also not the case that the workmen to whom 
job evaluation benefits said to be given in the year 1984-85, 
were also authorized to work against any post and officiating 
allowance was payable to them. Therefore, the contention 
on behalf of applicant union that instead of officiating 
allowance, the benefit of job evaluation was to be given to 
the workman is not sustainable and claim of the applicant 
union deserves to be rejected. 

18. Apart this dispute regarding the claim for benefit 
of job evaluation for the work done against the post of 
Smelter man ‘B’ category for the period 4-10-76 to 17-2-79 
has been raised in the year 2006. There is nothing on record 


to explain such inordinate delay. There was no challenge 
at the relevant point of time. Thus, the claim of applicant 
deserves to be rejected on ground of inordinate delay and 
laches also. 

19. In view of above discussions, the action of the 
non- applicant in not giving the benefits of job evaluation 
of Smelter Man ‘B’ category to Shri Hariom Sharma for the 
period from 4-10-76 to 17-2-79 is not unjustified. Resultantly, 
the workman is not entitled for any relief. The reference 
under adjudication is answered accordingly. 

20. Award as above. 

N. K. PUROHIT, Presiding Officer 
1 ^,2011 
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New Delhi, the 1st March, 2011 

S.O. 856.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), Ref. 37/2001) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in die Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relatiori to the 
management of Bhilai Steel Plant Bhilai and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
28-2-2011. 


[No. L-29011/60/2000-1R (M)] 
JOHAN TOPNO, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNLCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/37/2001 

PRESIDING OFFICER : Shri Mohd. Shakir Hasan 
The Secretary, 

Pragatisheel Mazdoor Union, 

Opp. 40 Tahsil Office, 

PO Dalli Rajhara, 

Durg(M.P) ...Workman 

Versus 

The General Manager (Mines), 

Bhilai Steel Plant, Bhilai (M.P) ... Management 
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AWARD 

Passed on this 25th day of January, 2011 

1. The Government of India, Ministiy of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-29011 /60/2000/IR(M) dated 2-2-2001 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:- 

“ Whether the denial of management of Bhilai Steel 
Plant to departmentalize Shri Jeorakhan, S/o Shri 
Manglu, B.F.266, as DPR(U) after the amendment of 
his date of birth from 27-5-40 to 27-5-46 vide order 
No. IOC/CF/SSS/Raj/98/523 dt. 15-5-98 is justified? 
If not, to what relief Shri Jeorakhan is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the Union/workman in short is that 
the workman was working as raising mazdoor under 
Shramik Sahkari Samiti (Cooperative Society) (in short SSS 
Society) in the captive mines of Bhilai Steel Plant who was 
Principal employer. There was a settlement between the 
Principal Employer and the Union (Annexure A) whereby 
it was agreed that all those employees working under 
different contractual agencies as on 30-10-95, whose age 
is found less than 50 years and are physically fit, will be 
taken into direct employment as D.P.R.Mazdoor and those 
who are found more than 50 years or more will be retained 
under S.S.S.Society. It is stated that his date of birth was 
wrongly recorded as 27-5-40 instead of 27-5-46 and 
therefore he was retained in the SSS Society and was not 
departmentalized w.e.f. 30-5-96 alongwith other workers. 
On efforts his date of birth was corrected and amended on 
the basis of Form B as 27-5-1946 vide order No. IOC/CF/ 
SSS/Raj/98/923 dated 15-5-98 (Annexure-B) but the benefits 
were denied though the mistake was of the management 
and hence the Industrial dispute. It is. also stated that the 
date of birth of several others were amended by the non¬ 
applicant even after 14 years and they were subsequently 
absorbed as DPR workers but he was deprived from the 
same benefit. It is submitted that the order be passed for 
departmentalization with retrospective effect from 
30-5-1995 with all benefits. 

3. The management appeared and filed Written 
Statement in the reference. The case of the management, 
interalia, is that it is admitted that a tripartite settlement 
was signed on 14-11-95 between the non-applicant 
Management and CMSS Union over the issue of 
departmentalization of contract works of Iron Ore Complex. 
There was selection criteria for taking into direct 
employment that the workman shall not be more than 50 
years of age as on 1-11-95 subject to his medical fitness. 
Due weightage was given for educational qualification. 
The workman was employed in the SSS Society. It is denied 
that his date of birth was wrongly recorded in the SSS 
Societiy. There was no relationship of employer and 
employee. His date of birth was amended on his own 
request on the basis of Form B Register maintained in 
accordance with the Mines Act 1952. It was not the mistake 


of non-applicant management rather it was the mistake of 
his previous employer. Since the workman did not fulfill 
the criteria of age at the time of departmentalization, his 
name was not considered. It is submitted that the workman 
is not entitled for departmentalization with any monetary 
benefit. 

4. On the basis of the pleadings of both the parties, 
the following issues are framed for adjudication- 

I. Whether the workman is entitled for 
departmentalization after amendment of his 
date of birth? 

II. Whether the workman is entitled to receive all 
benefits w.e.f. 30-10-1995 ? 

HI. To what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

5. On the basis of the pleadings of both the parties 
the following facts appears to have been admitted. 

1. the workman was working under SSS Society 
in the captive mines of Bhilai Plant. 

2 A tripartite settlement was signed on 
14-11-95 between the non-applicant 
management and the CMSS over the issue of 
departmentalization of contract workers. 

3. The selection criteria of DPR Mazdoor was 
that the contract worker shall not be more than 
50 years of age subject to his medical 
fitness. 

4. His date of birth was subsequently amended 
on the basis of Form B Register which was 
maintained in accordance with the provisions 
of Mines Act, 1952 and amended order of date 
of birth was passed on 15-5-98. He did not 
fulfill the criteria of age at the time of 
departmentalization and as such his name was 
not considered. 

6 . Issue No. I 

On the basis of admitted facts, it is clear that his 
date of birth was corrected by the management as 
27-5-46 vide order dated 15-5-98 which is filed by both the 
parties and are marked as Exhibit W/l and at the same time 
as Exhibit M/3 on behalf of the management. This clearly 
shoWs that on cut out date i.e. on 30-10-95, the age of the 
workman was 49 years and five months and as per tripartite 
settlement he was within the age limit for 
departmentalization but his date of birth was not correcte 
at that very time. As such he was deprived from 
departmentalization. 

7. Now the very limited question is as to whether it 
was the liability of the workman to see his date of birth at 
the time of departmentalization or it was the liability of the 
management to verify the documents regarding age before 
considering departmentalization of the contract workers. 
Another point is also that other date of birth was corrected 
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later and benefit was given or not. According to workman, 
the management had corrected other workers 
subsequently and they had been departmentalized later 
but that benefit is denied to him inspite of his efforts. On 
the other hand, the management case is that the workman 
had not made any effort through out the entire period and 
no other workman was subsequently departmentalized. 

8 . Now let us examine the evidence adduced by the 
parties. The workman Jivrakhan is examined in the case. 
He has stated that his date of birth was corrected on the 
basis of Form B register ( Under Mines Act 1952). It is true 
that Form-B register is to be maintained by the non¬ 
applicant under Mines Act, 1952 of all employees who 
ever worked under the mine or above the mine. Form B 
register is a document of the non-applicant. As such it 
appears that it was the liabilitiy to verify the age before 
departmentalization of the management. This witness has 
further stated that the delay in correction of age was due 
to management’s delayed action. He has stated that in 
other cases, the date of birth were amended later and they 
were departmentalized subsequently. The workman has 
filed the orders of the corrections of date of birth of other 
cases and thereafter the order of their departmentalization 
which are Annexure B/l and B/2. Annexure B/l shows that 
the date of birth was corrected of the workmen namely 
Rameshwar and 24 others vide order dated 30-11 -96 and 
they had been departmentalized vide order dated 23-4-98. 
This clearly shows that others had been departmentalized 
later but the workman was denied such benefit even he 
was within the age limit on the cut out date. 

9. On the other hand, the management has also 
j adduced oral and documentary evidence. Management 

witness Shri Mahadeo is Jr. Manager (P.MHQ) in Bhilai 
Steel Plant. He has denied in his evidence that there was 
any mistake on the part of this employer. He has denied 
the relationship of employer and employee. He has stated 
that Since the workman did not fulfill the criteria of age at 
the time of departmentalization his name was not 
considered. He has stated that he had seen amended date 
of birth of the workman on the record. He has stated that 
the departmentalization was done once only. This fact is 
contradicted by Annexure B/2 which is the order of the 
management. He has denied that again departmentalization 
was done on 23-4-98 whereas this fact is contradicted by 
the documentary evidence. This shows that this witness 
is not trust worthy as his evidence is contradictory from 
the documentary evidence. 

10. The management has filed documents which are 
admitted by the workman. Exhibit M/1 is the settlement. 
The settlement shows that the main features of the 
selection criteria as DPR was the age limit which should 
not be more than 50 years as on 1-11-95. This shows that 
the workman was within the age for departmentalization 
on the basis of Form B of which the non-applicant 


management was custodian. The liability appears to be of 
the management to verify the same from his own record 
before departmentalization. More over it is also clear that 
non-applicant corrected the date of birth of others and 
subsequently they were departmentalized but the workman 
is denied of such benefit. "" J 

Exhibit M/2 is the application dated 18-2-98 of the 
workman to the management for removing error. Thereafter 
the management amended the order which was passed on 
15-5-98 and corrected the dat$ qf birth as 
27-5-1946 (Exhibit M 3). Exhibit M/4 & M/5 are the Form B 
register of Kohan Iron Ore, Mine and Dalli Mine 
respectively. These documents are of the management and 
it was the liability of the management to verify the same 
before denying the benefit of departmentalization. Exhibit 
M/6 is the application dated 15-5-98 of the workman which 
is filed by the management. The said document is admitted 
by the workman. This shows that the workman did effort 
and claimed for departmentalization after correction of age. 
The said application further shows that the authority 
directed to examine and submit compliance report but there 
after no action was taken by the management though he 
was fulfilling the criteria of departmentalization in view of 
the settlement. Thus considering die entire evidence, it is 
clear that the workman is entitled for departmentalization 
after amendment of his date of birth w.e.f. 15-5-98. This 
issue is decided in favour of the workman and against the 
management. 

12. Issue No. II and III 

On the basis of discussion made above, it is clear 
that the workman is entitled for departmentalization w.e.f. 
15-5-1998 on the date when his date ofbiith was corrected 
specially because other workers whose date of birth were 
corrected thereafter and had been departmentalized 
(Annexure B/2). Since the workman is now superannuated 
from the service and therefore he is entitled to get all 
monetary benefits from 15-5-1998 till on his reaching date 
of retirement as if he was departmentalized on the said 
date. He is also entitled retiral benefits in accordance with 
law. Thus the management is directed to pay wages with 
all other benefits from 15-5-98 of D.P.R. unskilled till he 
attained the age of superannuation along with retiral 
benefits within two months from the date of notification 
of award. Accordingly both the issues are decided in favour 
of the workman and against the management and the 
reference is answered. 

13. In the result, the award is passed without any 

costs. 

14. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
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